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CURRENT TOPICS. 


_ Ur to Tuvrspay afternoon there was no authority for the state- 
‘ment which appeared in the morning papers of that day as to the 
‘arrangements for the Christmas Vacation, but we believe that one 
fof the Vacation Judges will sit in the Queen’s Bench judges’ 
‘chambers on two days in each week after the offices are opened on 
the 28th inst., and that the arrangements for pressing business 
"in the Chancery Division will be practically as usual. 





_ Ir was ror some tre been understood that Lord Bracxsuny 
‘was desirous of resigning his position as Lord of Appeal, and the 
isnnouncement of his resignation which has ap this week, 
i not authorised, is probably only in advance of the fact. Ac- 

ording toa rumour which has been prevalent in well-informed 
fircles, his successor is to be Lord Justice Corron—an appointment 
‘which would be equally matter of congratulation to suitors in the 
2: oo of Lords and matter of regret to suitors in the Court of 

° Pp 5 





_ A rvmovr is current, which is believed to be not altogether 
Without foundation, that a proposal has been set on foot for en- 
larging the hours for keeping open some of the offices in the Royal 
Courts of Justice. The proposal is said to apply to the offices of 
ihe chief clerks of the chancery judges, and to be that those offices 
hould be open from 10- to 5, instead of from 10 to 4. Itis diffi- 
mult to believe that solicitors in general desire such a change. 
ppointments at chambers which last up to 4 o’clock leave but a 
limited time before the post closes for the necessary work of corres- 
mdence, and if solicitors, or their clerks, were called upon to 
attend at chambers so late as 5 o’clock the greatest inconvenience 
ould arise. Moreover, the officials are entitled to some considera- 
It will be observed that the proposal relates to the time 
uring which the offices are to be open to the public, and not to 
he attendance of the officers. With the offices closed to the pub- 
ac at 4 o’clock, as at present, the officials are able to devote as 
uch time as is required to finishing up the day’s work, and it is 
btorious that they not only remain for a considerable time after 
o’clock, but that many of them take home work to do in the 
venings. This may be gathered from the evidence given before 
Sztzornez’s Committee, which was printed early in this year. 
if the officials have to keep their offices open to the public until 5 
Velock, the completion of the clearing up of the work of the day 
mst be postponed. But, putting this question of the officers 
in one side, it may, we think, be asserted that there is no general 
demand for the change stated to be in contemplation. 
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Mr. Justice Currry, in deciding the case of Re Lambert, on 
Tuesday last, may, at first sight, appear to have carried somewhat 
far the law as to the admissibility of declarations by deceased wit- 
nesses as to questions of pedigree. The question in the case was 
as to the existence of a marriage between two persons, both of 

admitted of a draft will, in 


or attestation. 

the husband, but only an intended statement. The learned 
judge’s ruling that the draft was admissible appears, however, 
to be entirely within well-known decisions of the House 
Lords. In The Sussex Peerage case (11 Cl. & F. 85) the question 
was as to the admissibility of an entry made in a Prayer-book. 
Lady Avavsta had made an unsigned entry in the 

effect that it was the Prayer-book by which 

Duke of Suvsex at Rome on a certain day, the 

being dated; and the House of Lords admitted 

proving the marriage, but as a declaration 

that there had been a marriage. “In 

(4 Camp. 401), a question was raised 
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so much discussed of late that it is well to draw attention to a 
curious distinction in Divorce Court practice. It is settled beyond 
doubt by C. v. C.(1 P. & D. 640) that the court has no 
power to hear a suit for dissolution of marriage in camerd; but 
the judgment in that case recognizes as lawful the frequent 
practice of so hearing suits for nullity of marriage, and the 
reporter's head-note, though not the judgment, recognizes as 
equally lawful the not so frequent practice of so hearing suits for 
judicial separation, of which Campbell v. Campbell (No. 1) furnished 
an instance. This distinction is based on section 22 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), by which “ in all suits 
and proceedings, other than proceedings to dissolve any marriage, 
the said court (of Divorce) shall proceed and act and give relief on 

inciples and rules which, in the opinion of the said court, shall 

as nearly as may be conformable to the principles on which the 
ecclesiastical courts have heretofore acted and given relief,” and it 
Was @ common practice of such courts to hear in camerd suits for 
nullity on physical grounds and for divorce a mensé et thoro 
(corresponding to judicial separation). Not only does the section 
expressly exclude suits for dissolution, but, as it appears from C 
v. (€. (bi supra), in one of the amendment Bills a clause 
which had been introduced giving the general power to hear 
in camera was rejected by the Legislature, and, as was held 
in H. v. C. (29 L. J. P. & M. 81) without express power in that 
behalf, the public cannot be excluded, even by consent of parties, 
and in the latter case the court, not haying its attention called 
to section 22 of the Act of 1857 (which, it must be admitted, has 
been rather liberally construed in favour of exclusion), went so 
far as to refuse to hear a suit for nullity in camerd. We may 
beerve that the customary exclusion of women and boys from 
trials for rape and the like cannot be legally enforced (being a 
mere notification rather than a compulsory exclusion), and that a 
clause giving the judge power to exclude the public, or some 
portion of it, from such trials was rejected when the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act was before Parliament in 1885. As to the 
general principle, we think that there is only a choice of evils, 
and that the actual exclusion of the public from a trial is a 
greater evil than the possible contamination of some by becoming 
acquainted with offensive details. 





Im rue recent case of Pankhurst vy. Sowler the court, and 
especially Mr. Baron Huppiestox, took occasion to throw doubt 
upon the correctness of the law of blasphemy as laid down by Lord 
Corenmnes in his celebrated and exhaustive exposition in Reg. 
v. Ramsay and Foote (15 Cox C. C. 231). We have referred to 
the report of that exposition, and think that passages in it may be 
open to exception, though, as a whole, it fairly represents the law. 
But one very material point should not be lost sight of, and that is 
the distinction between the law of blasphemy, which rests mainly 
on the common law, and the law of apostacy, which is purely 
the creature of the statute 9 & 10 Will. 3, c. 32. By this statute 
“if any person having been educated in, or at any time having made 
profession of, the Christian religion, shall by writing, printing, 
teaching, or advised speakingdeny . . . the Christian religion 
to be true, or the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament 
to be of Divine authority,” and shall be convicted on indictment, 
such person is for the first offence disabled from having or enjoying 
— ecclesiastical, civil, or military, and for the second 

is subjected to further disabilities and also to “‘imprison- 

ment for the space of three years without bail or main- 
ize.” There are paseages in Reg. v. Ramsay and Foote 
which bear the interpretation that the statute is obsolete 
and could not be acted on, and such paseages are, we think, 
ae doubt, incorrect (see 2. v. Varlile, 3 B. & Ald. 161; R. v. 

Seah. B. & C. 26). But Messrs. Ramsay and Foore 
were indi not as apostates—for the indictment appears to have 
conteined no averment that they had been once Christians—but as 

contumelious blasphemers; and their offence, if 
offence it was, could have been committed by a Jew or Mahometan, 
whereas the statutory offence under 9 & 10 Will. 3, c. 32, can 
only be committed by one who has been once a Christian. The 
question on whom the burden of proof is thrown, whether the 
ee an mmo that every person has been once a 
until the contrary is proved or whether he must give 





affirmative evidence of any particular defendant having been once a : 


Christian, has never to our knowledge been raised, but we imagin® 
that the ordinary rule by which the burden of proof is thrown 
upon a prosecutor would apply, although we think also that very 
slight evidence would have to be adduced in ordinary cases. The 
punishment for common law blasphemy is fine or imprisonment or 
both at the discretion of the judge; whereas it will be observed 
that the punishment for apostacy is different, and no discretion 
whatever is left to the court. 





QUESTIONS WHICH ARISE with regard to the payment by executors 
of death duties become increasingly important as time runs on 
from the death of a testator, as interest on any unpaid duty can 
be required to be paid. Attention can hardly be too forcibly drawn 
to section 6 of 36 Geo. 3, c. 52, the substance of which may be 
stated as follows :—‘‘ If an executor retains legacies without pay- 
ing the duty, or, on payment of legacies, deducts, without paying, 
the duty, it shall be a debt from him. If he pays legacies without 
deducting duty it shall be a debt from the executor and from the 
legatee.”” Ina recent case which has come to our knowledge a 
residuary account was passed nearly sixty years ago, in which 
account the executors retained a large sum (since distributed) on 
which duty was stated to be not then payable. The last undivided 
portion of the estate being in court and about to be divided, it was 
discovered that no duty had been paid on the sum retained sixty 
years ago, and the persons entitled to the fund in court success- 
fully contended that, as the fund in court was not part of the sum 
retained when duty was paid on ‘‘the residuary estate,” the duty 
and interest on the sum retained was a debt due from the execu- 
tors personally, and could not be required to be paid out of the 
fund in court. 








THE RIGHT OF SUPPORT TO BUILDINGS FROM 
ADJOINING BUILDINGS. 


Ovr attention has been recently called to a pamphlet by Mr. 
George G. Gray, of the Middle Temple,* the subject of which is 
the much-vexed question of the right to support for ‘buildings from 
adjacent land or buildings, and we propose to make a few observa- 
tions on this topic which have been suggested to us by what he has 
written. The pamphlet is, in substance, an elaborate and inter- 
esting criticism of the decision of Hall, V.C., in Lemaitre v. Davis 
(30 W. R. 360, 19 Ch. D. 281), which the author conceives to be 
wrong, and to have been founded on an erroneous view of the 
effect of the celebrated case of Angus v. Dalion (27 W. R. 623, 
30 W. R. 191, 3 Q. B. D. 85, 4 Q. B. D. 162, 6 App. Cas. 740). 
The Vice-Chancellor appears to have held that the decision in 
Angus v. Dalton applied to a case of support to a building from 
another building. The authorities on the question are reviewed in 
the pamphlet at considerable length, and the conclusion is arrived 
at by the author that the right to support for buildings by build- 
ings stands on a different footing entirely from the right te support 
for buildings by adjacent land. To discuss at length the argu- 
ments used by the author, and his views of the effect of the 
different authorities respectively, would require a far larger 
amount of space than we can command. We should, moreover, be 
sorry to pronounce any judgment on the question which he raises 
without the most careful consi i 
however, that his pamphlet makes out a very fair case for the 
conclusion that that question cannot be considered as finally settled 
by the decision in Lemaitre v. Davis, which we must admit does 
seem to assume, in a somewhat offhand way, that the decision in 
Angus vy. Dalton applies to the case of support to buildings by 
buildings. What we propose briefly to do is to give the heads of 
his argument as far as possible in his own words, and then to 
indicate the points where the chain of argument appears to us to 
be weakest, without pretending to enunciate any very definite 
conclusion for ourselves. The question is altogether too big to be 
knocked off within the limits of a short article. 
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The author, at the close of a long discussion of the cases, for- 
mulates the following conclusions :—1. The lateral support to land 
from the adjacent soil is an inherent right of property. 2. The 
right of ownership includes a right to build to the extremity of 
one’s land, and the law, after the enjoyment of lateral support for 
such building from the adjacent soil during a probationary period 
of twenty years, protects such enjoyment as a right of property. 
3. The right of support to a building from an adjoining building 
is a negative easement. 4. The enjoyment of such easement is 
incapable of being reasonably interrupted, and therefore is not 
within the Prescription Act, which, except in the case of light, 
is confined to positive easements. 5. The circumstances (apart 
from contract) under which a building usually requires support are 
not such as to call for, or justify, a protection of such encroach- 
ment or burden by the law. The result is, as we understand, the 
conclusion that the right to support for buildings from adjacent 
buildings cannot be acquired by mere enjoyment. The most 
important step in the reasoning is that contained in proposition 2. 
The author seeks to shew that the right to support for buildings 
by land is a right of property, like the nat right of support 
for land by adjacent land. 

It will be readily perceived that it is very essential to the 
argument that a fundamental distinction should be established 
between the character of the right of support for building by 
building, and that of support for building by adjacent land. The 
author, therefore, endeavours to shew that the latter is a sort of 
enhanced natural right, for on perusal of the context it is obvious 
that the distinction is between natural rights and easements. It 
is vital to make out that one of the rights is a natural or guasi- 
natural right of property, and the other an easement, for if they 
are both to be considered easements it is somewhat difficult to 
distinguish the one case from the other. The great argument 
against the existence of the easement of support from mere enjoy- 
ment is the absence of any power of resistance to the acquisition of 
the right by the owners of the servient tenement. this con- 
sideration is not fatal to the existence, through long enjoyment, of 
the easement of support for buildings by adjacent land, it is 
difficult to see how it can be fatal to the existence, through long 
enjoyment, of the easement of support for buildings by adjacent 
buildings if such right be an easement. So far as we can perceive, 
if they are both easements, they stand on much the same footing. 
It may be urged that, in the one case, the enjoyment of the right 
would generally be clam, whereas in the other it is not, because 
it is more or less obvious that adjacent land supports a building. 
But it does not seem to us that the question whether the enjoy- 
ment is clam or not can be very material when the easement does 
not depend on acquiescence or default in resisting its acquisition. 
It is very clear to us, we must say, that the easement of support 
for buildings by adjacent land cannot depend on acquiescence. 
Therefore it does not seem to us that any sound distinction exists 
in this respect. 

We must confess that we are not altogether satisfied with the 
author’s second proposition, or the arguments by which he defends 
it. We always imagined that the distinction was between natural 
rights incidental to ownership, which are inherent in the idea of 
ownership, and which exist without any necessity for any period 
of enjoyment, and easements, which must be in some way added to 
the incidental rights of ownership and arise from grant or prescrip- 
tion. It is well known that originally this distinction was not 
clearly drawn by the English law, and that natural rights were 
often spoken of as easements. But the distinction is now well- 
established, and the essence of it seems to be that the one class of 
rights is natural, the other acquired. In one class or the other 
every such right must come, and we have considerable difficulty in 
understanding how any particular period of enjoyment can be 


necessary for the acquisition of a natural right properly so-called, | j 


or how a natural right can, as such, be ced by enjoyment. 
We must confess that wé cannot exactly comprehend the classifica- 
tion by which the author endeavours to separate the two rights of 
support in question. We doubt whether, in discussing the cases, 
the author has quite appreciated another point—viz., that the 
pre rly so-called natural right of support for land by adjacent 

may give a right to damages for injury to buildings by the 
withdrawal of such eons when the su would have been let 
down even if there had been no building upon it. So, when the 
action is for damages to buildings, the basis of the claim may be 


the natural right properly so-called. The right to a certain amount 
of support from adjacent land—i.¢., that which would be suffi- 
cient to support the surface unbuilt upon—is a strictly natural 
right. We cannot understand how a right that requires to be 
acquired, whether by enjoyment or otherwise, can be said to 
be a natural right or a right of property in the proper sense 
of the term. 

We pointed out, in commenting on Angus v. Dalton at the 
that to some extent the cases as to support for buildings a 
to involve the idea of the protection of ancient enjoymen' ' 
from any notion of a right created by acquiescence in a 
We would, in passing, point out that the Ls parang hohe ey yee 
bility of the Prescription Act, though, of course, ma is not 
conclusive of the question in general, for, after all, the 


z 


tion Act did not alter the basis which easements r 
It only substituted shorter periods for whereof the memory of 


man runneth not to the contrary. The prescriptive right of 

for buildings by adjacent land, which must now be taken to ve. 
been established somehow, must, in our opinion, really rest on th 
basis of mere length of ——— We are not at present con- 
vinced that the same considerations do not apply to support 
buildings by buildings, or that, as a matter of and expedi- 
ency, long enjoyment de facto ought not in case also to be 
protected. It is easy to say that an easement ought not to ) 
obtained where there is no power to resist its acquisition ; but, 
the matter be carefully considered, we do not so clearly see why 
the fact of the possibility of resistance makes so much difference. 
It is difficult to see how it adds one grain’s weight of merit or 
justice to the case A the et ys . the Gninat tenement The 
act that a person has enjoyed an advantage y 

years does not seem to us to tell more in favour of his right to 
protection than if he had enjoyed it for that partes lawfully. The 
only way in which it works is as reducing hardship involved 
to the owners of the servient tenement, because, if a man acqui- 
esces, it may be presumed he does not object to his neighbours 
having the right. The gee soe basis of easements seems to 
us in truth to be mainly the fact of undisturbed enjoyment by 
the owner of the dominant tenement, whether rightful or wrong- 
ful, rather than the acquiescence of the owner of the servient 
tenement. We do not say that this is always argh g basis, 
because in most cases no doubt both elements exist, and the fact 
of acquiescence has been relied upon as an essential element. But 
in considering how far a right which cannot depend on acquiescence 
should be considered to extend, it is admissible to look to the 
underlying justice and expediency of the case. We cannot 
undertake to weigh in the balance together the conflictin Be a 
siderations which exist in practice for or against the 

that the easement of support for buildings by 

obtained by length of enjoyment. But we cannot inkit 
that, where two buildings have existed for a 

by side, and the owner of one of them alters the existi 
things, there is a natural tendency to the conclusion 
should fall the responsibility tot thane thus done to 
The truth is, that a long-existing state of things spose 
this purpose, to a natural state of things, and same 
rations appear more or less to apply to 


ine 
8 
z 


time si 


el 
Lit 





ne 





CONCERNING SEARCHES. 
(XVIII) JUDGMENTS, 
II. Taz Monsen Law or Jupemenrs (continued). 


‘the county of Durham and Sadberge, inclading the : 
parts of Craikshire, Bedlingtonshire, Norhamshire, Allertonshire; 
and Islandshire, and all other places heretofore within the juris 
diction of the bishopric of Durham in right of the said county 
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Cr. M. & R. 597, 848; Dart. V. & P. 486), and, therefore, the like 
searches in the register of judgments in the Central Office are neces- 
sary, as in the case of other lands. But by 18 Vict. c. 15, s. 2, 
‘no judgment, decree, order, or rule of any court shall bind lands, 
&c., in the counties palatine respectively,’’ as against purchasers, 
unless and until registered with the prothonotaries of the respective 
palatine courts. 

Secondly, they are affected by judgments and decrees of the 

tine courts. The common law courts of Lancaster and Durham 

ve (ante, pp. 105, 106) been abolished; and as to decrees and 

orders of the palatine chancery courts, we have pointed out 

above (p. 106) that it appears to be necessary that they should 

be registered and re-registered in the Central Office in London in 

order to affect purchasers of ‘‘any lands,” including lands in the 
palatine counties. 

Registration and re-registration with the prothonotaries or 
deputy-prothonotaries of palatine courts were also required. 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, s. 21, applied the provisions of that Act, as to the 

tion of judgments, to the common law courts of Lancaster and 
ham, and required them to be registered in the palatine 
registries. The provisions of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 2 & 3 
Vict. c. 11, and 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, as to registration and 
notice were declared to extend and apply mutatis mutandis 
to the Chancery Court of Lancaster by 13 & 14 Vict. c. 43, s. 24, 
and to common law palatinate courts and the Chancery Court of 
Durham by 18 Vict. c. 15, ss. 2, 3, and 9, so far as regards the 
lands within their respective jurisdictions, and provision was made 
for registration in the palatine registries. The terms of the last- 
mentioned Act (section 3) appear to shew that it is intended to 
apply its own provisions to the common law and chancery courts of 
both Lancaster and Durham. The result of this legislation (Prid. 
on Judgm., 4th ed., App. 2, p. 4n) was to place decrees, orders, and 
rules of the palatine courts on the footing of judgments of the 
common law palatine courts; to require them to be registered and 
re-registered in the palatine registries in order to affect purchasers 
of lands within the palatine counties, with the like protection in 
respect of notice or absence of notice, in the same manner, and to 
the same extent, as in the case of judgments of the High Court of 
Justice. The 2nd section of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38 applied the pro- 
visions of that Act (ante, p. 73) in regard to writs of execution 
and the registry thereof mutatis mutandis to judgments of the 
common law courts of Lancaster and Durham. 

It thus appears that, to affect purchasers of lands in either of 
the palatine counties, judgments of the High Court must be regis- 
tered and re-registered both in the Central Office and in the 
respective palatine registries, and judgments of the palatine courts 
themeelves must certainly be registered and re-registered in the 
palatine registries, and probably also in the Central Office. The 
— registries for Lancaster and Durham are at Preston and 

respectively (but as to Durham, see ante, p. 106). 

Lands in Middlesex and Yorkshire.—For an account of the Mid- 
dlesex and Yorkshire Registry Acts, and of searches to be made in 
the registers, the reader is referred to the articles in 30 Sotict- 
rors’ JouRKAL, pp. 750, 760, where it is pointed out that the York- 
shire Registries Act, 1884 (section 20), makes provision for official 
searches, and for the issue of certificates of the results (section 21), 
which (section 23) protect solicitors, trustees, executors, agents, 
or other persons in a fiduciary position, from responsibility ‘‘ for 
any loss or damage or injury that may arise from any error 
in” such certificates; but they are not made conclusive in 
favour of purchasers. Under these Acts a judgment does not 
at law affect purchasers until it is registered in the local 
register ; but it was held in equity that the lands are bound in the 
hands of a purchaser who had notice of an unregistered judg- 
ment at the date of his contract—+.c., that notice supplies the want 
of registration (see 30 Soricrrons’ Jovrwat, p. 751). And notice 
after contract, but before payment of purchase-money, would, it is 

operate to give the judgment creditor a lien on the pur- 

(see ante, pp.4,73). But under the Yorkshire Regis- 
tries Act, 1884 (30 Soricrrons’ Jovenat, 760), s. 14, no person is to 
lose priority by actual or constructive notice, except in cases of 
actual fraud. The statute 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 did not repeal the 
aur gem and they are to be read together with that statute. 
The is that (as to judgments which require registration 
under 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110) a judgment must be registered both in 
the London Registry and in the local registry (Sugd. V. & P. 546), 








and, if registered in London only, would affect the lands, as to pur. 
chasers, only from the time when it was also registered in the local 
registry (Westbrook v. Blythe, 3 E. & B. 737, 742; Hughes vy. 
Lumley, 4 E. & B. 274)—i.e., a8 against purchasers without 
notice; for notice would supply the want of registration in the 
local registry, though not (see ante, p. 73) of registration in the 
London Registry under 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110. But the former 
Yorkshire Registry Acts allowed registration, if made within 
thirty days, as to lands in the West and East Ridings, and 
within twenty days as to the North Riding, to operate retro- 
spectively, so as to bind the lands as from signing of judgment. 
The result was that a purchaser who contracted during those 


periods was bound, though he had no notice, provided the judg. - 


ment was registered in the Court of Common Pleas before the con- 
tract, and was subsequently, within the twenty or thirty days, 
registered in the Yorkshire Registry. But, by virtue of 2 & 3 
Vict. c. 11, s. 5, the purchaser being without notice, the lands 
would be liable only to the remedies given by the law before 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110. 

Therefore, it would seem that a purchaser with notice (actual, 
not constructive) would be bound (now as to Middlesex only) by 
a judgment registered in London but not in the local registry; 
bat not bound if the judgment was registered in the local registry 
only and not in London (ante, p. 73); a purchaser without notice 
would not be bound unless the judgment was registered in both 
registries, and then would be bound only to the extent of the 
old law. 

The result as to searches appears to be that a search in the 
central office alone will disclose all judgments which can affect 
lands in the registry counties. The Registry Acts do not provide for 
re-registration ; and, therefore, a search in them would have to 
extend over the whole period for which it was formerly made in 
the Common Pleas Register. A purchaser who searched the local 
register alone would not be safe, for though he would not be 
bound by judgments not entered there (provided he had not notice 
of them) though registered in the London registry, yet it would 
be difficult on a resale to satisfy a purchaser of the absence of 
notice (Prid. Conv., vol. 1, p. 159, 11th ed.). 

Under the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 54), 
ss. 4, 5, any ‘‘assurance’? may be registered; by section 3, 
“assurance” includes “order of a court,” and “ order of a court” 
means ‘‘ any judgment, decree, writ of execution, or sequestration, 
or other order or process of or issuing from a court of competent 
jurisdiction, whereby any interest in any land is or may be 
affected.” 

As to judgments coming within 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, and 27 & 
28 Vict. c. 112 respectively, those Acts must be applied and read 
together with the Registry Acts. 

We alluded above (p. 25) to the statute 17 Car. 2, c. 8, whereby 
a judgment could be entered up against a defendant who died after 
verdict and before judgment, provided such judgment was entered 
up within two terms after verdict. This provision was re-enacted 
by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76), 
s. 139. The statute 17 Car. 2, c. 8, was repealed by 42 & 43 
Vict. c. 59, as to the Supreme Court of Judicature in England, 
and generally by 46 & 47 Vict. c. 49 (s. 3), but (section 7) with a 
saving so far as it applies, or may have been by Order in Council 


applied, to the court of the county palatine of Lancaster, or to » 


any inferior court of civil jurisdiction. In R. 8. C., 1883, XVIL, 
1, the provisions of 17 Car. 2, c. 8, above cited, are inserted (but 
without the limitation of two years). 





*,* In the article upon Judgments published last week (ante, 


p- 105), in the 5th paragraph, line 44, for ‘23 and 24 Vict. c. 


112” read “*27 & 28 Vict. c. 112”; and in line 46, for “ this’ 


Act” read “23 & 24 Vict. c. 38.” On p. 106, 2nd column, in 
the last paragraph under the heading ‘‘ Judgments of Inferior 
Courts,” the words “and by the proviso . to the sheriff” 
are misplaced. They should be inserted in the first paragraph of 
the heading after the words “‘ judgments of the superior courts.” 








It is stated that Mr. Montagu Williams has accepted the vacant 
metropolitan police magistracy which has been offered to him by the 
Home Secretary. 


Dec. 18, 1380. q 
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REVIEWS. 
PROLONGATION OF PATENTS. 


THe LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO THE PROLONGATION OF THE 
TerM OF LETTERS PATENT FOR INVENTIONS. By JoHN FRANCIS 
WacaGETT, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


At first sight the subject-matter of this treatise may appear to be 
hardly sufficiently extensive to justify its being treated separately. 
Hitherto information on the subject has had to be derived from the 
few pages which authors of works on patents generally have been 
able to spare for it. Now we have before us a work of some seventy 
octavo pages, with a number of appendices, entirely devoted to the 
subject of prolongation. We think that if this is an innovation it is 
a good one. The number of persons interested in the working of the 
patent law, whether as inventors, as patentees, as patent agents, or 
as patent lawyers, is rapidly increasing from year to , and one 
of the most important topics which can possibly have to be considered 
by them is the question whether an extension of the term of a patent 
can or cannot obtained. Moreover, this question stands on a 
distinctly different footing from any others arising out of the law of 

tents. 

Ever since the first Act of Parliament by which provision was 
made for extension of the terms of patents — that of 1835 — the 
application for extension has had to be submitted to a tribunal dis- 
tinct from those before which ordinary actions for infringement and 
other questions relating to patents have had to be brought; and, in 
the course of the fifty years which have since elapsed, a whole system 
of judicial committee practice and procedure grown up. The 
object of the present treatise is to set forth this system of practice 
and procedure, It is written in a clear and attractive style; it gives 
all the information which an inquirer can reasonably expect to ; 
and we can have no doubt that it will be regarded as a very 
acceptable, and withal inexpensive, addition to the already somewhat 
long list of works on patents. The work is divided into seven chap- 
ters, of which the first contains a general introduction to the subject, 
and those which follow deal with the case for extension, the petition, 
the accounts, practice and costs, opposition, and the new grant and 
conditions. Some useful forms are given in an ap) ix; and we 
would draw special attention to the very valuable specimen set of 
accounts, which, if duly studied by intending applicants for exten- 
sion, together with the excellent remarks on same subject in 
the body of the work, may save them from falling into the insidious 
pitfalls which have already proved fatal to so many. 

The table of cases contains a useful epitome of the date, subject, 
and result of each application bon hn with a list of references, 
which, however, does not appear in all cases to be quite complete. For 
instance, the recent case of Re Brandon is cited only from the Patent 
Office Reports. On the other hand, references are given to such 
works as /ron and the Engineer, in which alone, in , some of the 
cases are to be found. We are inclined to think that, for facility of 
reference, it would have been more convenient if the earlier statutes 
and the Privy Council Rules had been placedin an appendix instead 
of in the introduction, which need only have contained a brief 
summary of their provisions ; but this may, perbaps, be regarded as 
8 matter of taste, and, in any case, it does not interfere with the 
value of the work, which must be considerable to all who have to deal 
with patents, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LORDS’ ACT (?) 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,--In the case of Burton and others v. Issitt (5 B. & Ald. 267), 
mention is made of a note delivered to the defendant ‘‘for the pay- 
ment of the sixpences under the Lords’ Act.” It appears that 
judgment had been previously obtained against the defendant, and 
he was in custody, and had obtained a rule nisi for his discharge, on 
the ground of an informality in the note mentioned. The date of 
the case is 1821. Can anyone tell me what Act is here referred to 
as ‘‘ The Lords’ Act ?” PRUDENS. 

[The Act is apparently 32 Geo, 2, c, 28. See Statute Index, tit. 
Lords’ Act.—Eb. 8. J.] 








On the 11th inst. Mr. Justice Stirling stated, that with reference to 
presentation of petitions for the payment of moneys out of court, 
should adopt the rule which had been laid down and followed in 
branches of the court; and require that the precise words of the 
settlement or other instrument under which the moneys were 
should be set out in inverted commas, so that the attention of the 
might be drawn to them, and that this rule would take effect from 
commencement of the Hilary Sittings. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


DIOKSON +. THE GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY 0©0.—C. A, 
No. 1, 15th December. 


Raitway: Company — Carrier — Docs — Reasonwante Conprriow as TO 
se oz—Rariway anp Canat Trarric Act, 1554 (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 31), 
8. f. 


This was an action to recover damages for injuries to a dog 
the custody of the defendants from London to Newcastle, 
fendants paid £2 into court. The at 
delivering the dog to the defendants, 
required by the defendants to be signed 
containing the fo 7" N 
seoclve ete Sot, ainda, apie ie 
ve dogs conveyance, ex 
responsible for any amount of damages for 
= ond the sum of we hyne a 
me 0! 
noe acte & 
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oa declaration of value 
, <~ dog was injured 
owner, by a porter running a | 
pad py a of the Newcastle County Osat 
afford a bond fide option to 
that, even if there was such option, the charge of 


ere 
excess of value over £2, irrespective 
unds he held that the terms of the ticket were 


at having” reversal’ te 
Court havin this judgment (34 W. R. 457), Pha ge 
appealed. e Court of Appeal, having taken time to » now 
delivered judgment, aN the judgment of the Divisional Court. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that 
railway companies were not common carriers of dogs; but under 
section 2 of the Railway and Oanal Traffic Act, 1854, they were bound to 
afford reasonable facilities for the receiving, forwarding, and delivery of 
traffic (which included animals) upon epee and that, under 
section 7, the companies as 
forwarding, and deliv 
real alternative to the tiff sending the dog at his own risk beyond £2. 
The condition must be at with reference to the 


and, when so looked at, the charge so exorbitant that 
would submit to it. The was isis and 
dition was therefore unreasonable. The 
ment for the £25.—Counszt, J. Lawson Walton and A. A. Baker; Cyril 
Dodd, Soxscrrons, W. J. Tibley, for Diz § Warlow, Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; 
Nelson, Barr, ¢ Nelson. 
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THE INDUS.—O. A. No. 1., 14th December. 
Cotiiston—Computsorny Prrorace—Burpan or Proor. 


This was an from a decision of the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and ay Division. It that about midnight on 
the 20th of June, 1884, the lightship Gi was lying at anchor with 

when she was run down and 


her oye proper order in the Thames, 

sunk by the steamship Indus. The Corporation of 

the lightship belonged, brought an action against 

Indus for the collision, and the defence of compulsory 

up. The evidence shewed that The Indus proceeding 
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that that order had not been obeyed. Therefore they considered the 
prima facie case set up by the plaintiffs had not been met since the 
defence of compulsory pilotage failed.—Covunsen, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., 
and Bucknill, Q.C.; Sir Walter Phillimore, Q.C., and W. R. Kennedy, 
Q.0. Soxrrcrrors, Sandilands, Humphrey, § Armstrong; Thomas Cooper 
¢ Co. 


NORMAN AND ANOTHER v. RICKETTS—C. A. No. 1, 9th December. 


Conrract—Dexntor anp Creprror—PayMent—SEnpDInG CuEqve py Post— 
AUTRORITY TO DO 80. 


The plaintiff, Madame Philippe, a milliner in Bond-street, London, 
d the year 1884 ——— goods to the defendant, Mrs. Ricketts, to 
the value of £142. The defendant lived in Suffolk, and, on the 28th of 
March, 1885, the plaintiff wrote to the defendant in Suffolk, saying, 
**The favour of a cheque within a week will oblige.” The defendant, 
accordingly, on the 6th of April, sent the plaintiff a cheque for the 
amount Ep . The cheque was an open one, payable to the order of 
the plaintiff. The cheque was stolen in the transit, and the plaintiff 
never received it, but the defendant’s bankers paid it to the thief. In an 
action to recover the £142 for goods sold and delivered the defendant 

leaded payment ; and Huddleston, B., who tried the case without a jury, 

that the sending the cheque amounted to payment, and gave judg- 
ment for the defendant. 

Tur Cover or Arrzat affirmed this decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said 
that the question was whether the plaintiff's letter was, in effect, a 
request to the defendant to send the money through the post. An express 
request was not necessary. The plaintiff in London wrote to the defend- 
ant in Suffolk asking fora cheque. Did that letter lead the defendant to 
suppose, and did she suppose, that she might send the cheque by post? 
She could not be expected to send a messenger with it or to come with 
it herself. Whatever the plaintiff intended by it, the only reasonable 
meaning to be attached to it was that she was invited to send the cheque 

. The defendant believed that she was so invited, and, therefore, 
the the letter with the cheque was payment. Linp.ey and Lorrs, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Covnse., Addison, Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins ; Lumley 
Bmith,Q.C., and Percy Gye. Sorscirors, G. B. B. Norman; G. 8. ¢ H. 
Brandon. 


SWINDELL AND ANOTHER vr. BULKELEY AND ANOTHER— 
C. A. No. 1, 9th December. 


Srarure or Lawrrations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16), ss. 3, 4—Action or Dest— 
AcTion comMMEXcED wiTHin Six Years—Dszatn or DerenpANT AFTER 
THE Six Yeans—Ricut or Piamtirr To commence A New AcrIon. 


Sir Richard Bulkeley accepted a bill of exchange for £2,000 dated 
the 19th of April, 1877, payable six months after date to the order 
of one Swindell. The bill accordingly fell due on the 22nd of October, 
1877, when £1,800 of it was paid. On the 17th of October, 1883, Swindell 
issued a writ against Sir R. Bulkeley for the balance, £200, and interest, 
but this writ was never served, nor was any effort made to serve it. On 
the 27th of January, 1884, Sir R. Bulkeley died, and on the 21st of May, 
1884, his will was proved. On the 9th of June Swindell sent in his claim 
to the executors, the present defendants, but the claim was rejected, and 
on the 27th of November, 1884, he issued a new writ against them. The 
defendants pleaded the Statute of Limitations, the cause of action having 
accrued on the 22nd of October, 1877, and the action not having been 
commenced until the 27th of November, 1884. In May, 1885, Swindell 
died, and an order was made allowing Swindell’s executors, the present 


plaintiffs, to carry on the proceedings. Day, J., who tried the case 
without s jury, gave judgment for the plaintiffs on the authority of 
Curlewis ¥. Lord Mornington (5 W. R. 266, 7 E. & B. 283; in Exchequer 


Chamber, 6 W. BR. 682, 27 L. J. Q. B. 439), holding that, as Swindell had 
brought an action against Sir R. Bulkeley within the six years, and as Sir 
R. Bulkeley had died, Swindell could bring a new action against his 
executors within a reasonable time—that is, within one year from the 
of the will. 

Tus Cover or Arrzat affirmed this decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said 
that the courts, nearly 200 years ago, in the case of Kinsey v. Heyward (1 
Id. Raym. 432), had decided, by an equitable construction of section 4 of 
ac. 1, c. 16, that where a creditor commenced an action against his 
debtor within the six years, and then the debtor died, the plaintiff might 
action against the personal representatives within a 
the claim would not be barred, though the second 
commenced until after the six years had elapsed. That 

having been placed upon the section, it must be taken as if 

case were written into the section. That decision had been followed 
i y cases—Curlewis v. Lord Mornington (supra); Surgis 
. 694, 4H. & N. 622; in Exchequer Chamber, 8 W. R. 
). The courts could not now alter that old construction 
the had the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 135, 
osd. 17, r. 1 of the Rules of Court, 1883, which provided that an action 
should not abate by the death of a party if the cause of action survived, 
construction, there being now two courses open—either 
action or to continue the proceedings in the former action 
,®. 4. Further, the writ in the first action not having been 
ifference, because by the issue of the writ the action was 
mzr, LJ., concurred Lorzs, L.J., also said that, 
was commznced within the six years, but failed by the 
the plaintiff, his representative might corimence a new action 
reasonable time of his death; and, if the defendant died, the 
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reraedy to that provided by ord. 17, r. 4.—Counset, Lumley Smith, Q.C., ; 4 
and Muir Mackenzie ; Channell, Q.C., and Jason Smith. Soxtcrrors, Oliver ~~ 


Richards; R. 8. Taylor, Son, ¢ Humbert. 


Re SHEARWOOD—C. A. No. 2, 15th December, 
Orper For Propvuction or Documgnts 1x Lunacy at Tarat or Action, 


This was an ex parte etnies for an order for the production, at the 
trial of an action in the Probate Division, of the original petition and other 
documents in a lunacy matter, which were at the Lunacy Office, 
Tux Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.), following the 

of Re Wood (12 W. R. 293, 4 De G. J. & 8. 134), made an order that the 
proper officer ehould attond at the trial with the documents, and that the 
applicants should be at liberty to inspect them at the Lunacy Offits 
previously.—CounssL, Bargrave Deane. Soxictrons, Prior, Chureh, ¢ Co, 


THE NORTH CENTRAL WAGON CO. ». THE MANCHESTER, 
SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY CO.—C. A. No. 9 
15th December. 


Brit or Sate—Vatimiry—Hieime AGREEMENT—INVOICE—RecerPt Por Pur. 
cHasE-Moneys or Goons—Bitis or Sate Act, 1878, s. 4—Bri1s or 
Saxe Act, 1882, s. 7. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Bacon, V.C. (32 Oh. D. 477, 34 
W. R. 430, 30 Soxrcrrons’ Journnat, 337), and an important question was 
raised with reference to the interpretation section (section 4) of the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1878, which provides that the expression “bill of sale” 
shall include (inter alia) “inventories of goods with receipt thereto 
attached, or — for purchase-moneys of goods, and other assurances 
of personal chattels, and also powers of attorney, authorities or licences 
to take possession of personal chattels as security for any debt.” In the 
present case the B. Colliery Co. desired to raise £1,000, and they agreed to 
sell 100 esi | wagons to the plaintiff company for £1,000, it being also 
agreed that the plaintiffs should let the wagons to the B. Co. on a 
hiring agreement. The hirin ment was dated the 18th of February, 
1884, and by it the B. Co. agreed to hire from the plaintiffs 100 railway 
coal wagons for three years, at a yearly rental of £372 10s., payable quar- 
terly, and to deliver up the wagons at the end of the term unless Bs 
chased by them as thereinafter provided ; and it was 1 that, when- 
ever the rent should be in arrear for seven days, it should be lawful for the 
plaintiffs immediately thereupon to distrain upon and seize the wagons; 
that if the tenants should not exercise the option of purchasing at the end 
of the three years, or should part with the ssion of the wagons 
without the plaintiffs’ consent, or should suffer the plaintiffs’ name- 
plates to be removed, or should become bankrupt, the plaintiffs might 
seize and remove the wagons, and put an end to the agreement ; and that, 
on payment of all the sums Ley (rw for the three years according to the 
agreement, the tenants should have the option of purchasing the wagons 
at ls. per wagon. The wagons had originally belonged to the 8. Wagon 
Co. to whom the B. Oo. still owed £257 for the purchase of them, 
On the 19th of February the plaintiffs, at the request of the B. Oo., 

a cheque for £257 to the 8. Company, and also a ue 
or £743, the balance of the £1,000, to ‘the B. Co. The B. 
handed to the plaintiffs an invoice, dated the 18th of February, headed 
with the plaintiffs’ name as debtors, ‘‘ Tv 100 wagons, Nos. 1 to 100, 
£1,000; Oreditor, February 19, by cheque payable to 8. Wagon Oo., 
£257—£743."" The 8. Co. sent to the plaintiffs a receipt for the £257, 
which was expressed to be ‘“‘for redemption of 100 wagons leased to 
the B. Co.” e B. Co sent to the plaintiffs a receipt for the £743, 
dated the 20th of February, as follows:—‘‘ Received of the North 
Central Wagon Co., ‘cheque, {value £743, which is placed to your 
credit, with thanks.’? The B. Co. ig | made default in payment 
of the quarterly paymente of rent, the plaintiffs claimed the wagons as 
their absolute property. Nine of them were in the possession of the 
defendant company, who claimed a lien on them for tolls under section 
97 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, and refused to deliver them up, 
except on payment of the tolls. The plaintiffs brought this action 
compel the defendants to deliver up the wagons. The defendants raised 
the defence that the plaintiffs had no legal title to the wagons, because 
the above-stated documents constituted a bill of sale within the mean 
of section 4 of the Act of 1878, and that they were void under section 
of the Act of 1882, as not being expressed in the statutory form. Bacon, 
V.C., held that the transaction was in substance a loan, and that the 
kipling agreement, the invoice, and the a together constituted a bill 
of sale, which was void as not being in the statutory form; and alec 
that the defendants were entitled to the lien which they claimed. 

Tus Covrt or Arprgat (Corrox, Bowzn, and Fay, L JJ.) reversed the’ 
decision on the question arising under the Bills of Sale Acts. Corrom, 
L.J., said that the hiring agreement could not of itself be a bill of sale, 
but it might be looked at in connection with the other documents to shew 
the nature of the transection. The evidence shewed that, on the 18th of 
February, a meeting took place between the persons who represented the 
plaintiff company and those who represented the B. Oo. and an 
agreement was then made between the plaintiffs and the B. Oo. for 
the purchase by the former of 100 wagons for £1,000, and this ement 
was afterwards recognized by the sen bes the two cheques which made 
up the £1,000. If this had stood alone, there would have been a com 
contract between the two companies for the sale and purchase of the 
wagons. There was nothing to shew that the sending of the invoice was 
a condition precedent, so that there should be no contract of sale without 
it. It in no Say gosgeened te be a contract of sale. The documents did 
not, as a matter to be a contract of purchase ard 
sale, It was not necessary in a document should be « bill of sale 


Dec. 18, 1886. 
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that it should pass the legal title to ; it was sufficient if it an 
equitable interest in them. But, his lordship’s opinion, there was, 
under the circumstances, no bill of sale as between the To and the 
B. Co. In order that either an invoice or a receipt constitute 
a bill of sale it must be ‘‘an assurance of chattels,’ unless it 
came Within the subsequent words ‘‘ authorities or licences to take posses- 
sion of personal chattels,” as to which there was no question in the 
present case. If, without the invoice and the receipt, there had been no 


would have been an entirely different matter. But the evidence shewed 
that there was a ect contract for the purchase and sale of the wagons 
before either of these two documents was asked for. In Ez parte Odeli 
(10 Ch. D. 76) and Ex parte Cooper (Ib., 818) the Court of A came to 
the conclusion that, without the documents which they h be bills of 
sale, there would have been no transaction at all; and, in Woodgate v. 
Godfrey (5 Ex. D. 24); Thesiger, L.J., who took part in the decision of Ez 
parte Cooper, explained that this was the d of that decision. And, 
in Woodgate v. Godfrey, Jessel, M.R., that the principle of the 
decision in Bz parte Cooper was ‘‘ that, independently of the document, 
there was no sale of the goods.”” And Woodgate v. — itself decided 
that, when there was a perfect transaction without the document, it could 
not be held that it was a bill of sale within the Act. The Act only 
invalidated bills of sale, and could not affect a title acquired antecedently 
to the document which was in question. The same view was adopted by 
the Court of Appeal in Marsden v. Meadows (7 Q. B. D. 80), and his lord- 
ship adhered to the opinion which he then expressed. It was unn 

to go into the question whether the transaction was one of loan. Bowen, 
L.J., said that the Act did not avoid transactions; it only avoided 
documents as defined in it. If, independently of the document, the 
rights of the parties to it had been eff y altered or dealt with, 
at law or in equity, the avoidance of the document could not affect 
that which stood proprio vigore independently of thé document. 
A long series of cases under the Act of 1854, before Cochrane v. Mathews 
(10 Oh. D. 80), had decided that receipts, commonly so-called, were not 
within the Act, on the ground that they were not “ assurances.’’ In the 
three cases, Cochrane v. Mathews, Ex parte Odell, and Ex parte Cooper, the 
courts seemed to have been im with the danger of allowing the 
Bills of Sale Act to be, he would not say evaded, but escaped from, in 
eases more complicated than an ordinary sale of goods. But in all those 
cases the ratio decidendi was that certain documents ought to be read 
together, and that, when they were read together, they amounted to an 
“assurance’’ of chattels, and that there was no transaction outside the 
documents which affected the rights of the parties a+ law or in equity or 
amounted to an ‘“‘assurance.” The Act of 1878 expressly mentioned 
‘invoices’’ and ‘‘ receipts.” The draftsman seemed to have set about 
mending the hole which was supposed to exist in the meshes of the law 
in a most inefficacious way. In order to sweep in “receipts”? he put 
them into the interpretation clause, before the words, ‘‘ other assurances 
of personal chattels’’ instead of after. Ifa “ it’? was an “‘ assurance 
of personal chattels,”’ it was struck at by the old Act, and, if it was not, 
it was not struck at by the new Act. But the words of the Act must be 
construed in the ordinary way, and it seemed to his lordship that, under 
the Act of 1878, a ‘‘ receipt’? was not a ‘‘ bill of sale,” unless it was an 
‘assurance of personal chattels,’’ or unless it could be brought within 
the subsequent words as an ‘‘ authority or licence to take 
chattels as security for.a debt.” Fry, L.J., said that he was unable 
agree with the view of Bacon, V.O., that the transaction in the present 
ease was a@loan. He thought the true nature of the transaction was that 
which was ex ed in the documents, and no other. It was not 
sary to decide whether section 9 of the Act of 1882 9 gee only to 
transactions relating to the repayment of money lent by itor to 
the grantee. Under the Bills of Sale Act of 1854 the inquiry ys was 
whether the instrument in question was, or was not, ‘‘an assurance of 
“oy chattels ’’—i.¢., of either the legal title to, or an equitable interest 

, the chattels. The Act of 1854 and the later Acts were drawn on the 
same lines. The Legislature did not say that every transaction rela 
to any interest in goods should be reduced to writing and should be voi 
if it was not expressed in a particular fotm, but they confined themselves 
to dealing with written documents. In all the cases which were decided 
before the Act of 1878 was passed (except Cochrane v. Mathews), it was 
held that a receipt for purchase-money was not a bill of sale. Ex parte 
Odell and Ex got Cooper, though decided under the Act of 1854, were 
decided after the passing of the Act of 1878. By that Act the 
might have enacted that every receipt for the purchase-money of goods 
should be a bill of sale, or they might have adopted the decision in 
Cochrane v. Mathews. They took the latter course, and, by section 
provided that, where a receipt for purchase-money was an assurance 
ewan chattels, it should be within the scope of the Act; but otherwise 

should not be. The Act of 1878 had no wider Pee with regard to 
receipts for purchase-money than the Act of 1854, though it made the 
definition clearer. 

The question whether the defendant company were entitled to the lien 
Which they claimed under section 97 of the s Clauses Act, 1845, 
was adjourned for further argument.—Oovnsazt, Rigby, Q.C., and Phipson 
Beale ; Henn Collins, Q.0., and C, 4. Russell, Soxscrrons, Ridsdale ¢ Son ; 
Ounliffos ¢ Davenport. 


KEILY v. STEVENS—Ohitty, J., 13th December. 
Partnensuip—InTErest APTER D1ssoLvTron. 
This was a case raising the question as to the liability of continuing 
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ers to pay interest on the capital of retirin, eres which has been 
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ore, improperly retained and used in the The result 
they wane sane Ss se not of the SS aniera . 
a new penne ip, it was 

for their use. claim was, Sir 
Davey, Q.C., Macnaghien, Q.0., Whitehorne, Q.0., Rigby, Q.0., 

Q.C., Maclean, Q.0., Seward Brice, Q.0., J. G. Laing, Ing and 
topher James. Souicrrons, J. J. Keily ; Whites @ Oo. } James Ourtie; Vi 
Sandau § Co. ; Field, Roscoe, § Ce. 


Re THE HOLLINGWOOD ESTATE OO, (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 
December. 


A 
Us : 


Compantzs Act, 1880, s. T—Company staucx ory Recisrzn As Daroxcr— 
Restoration Onpsr. 


In this case a petition was presented by contributories under the Com- 
panies Act, 1880, s. 7, sub-section 5, for the restoration of the 8 
name to the register of ets og It appeared that 
company was ered in 1875, and in July, 1885, was struck off the 
register, having failed to reply to notices sent by the registrar pursuant 
to section 7, sub-sections 1, 2, 3. 

Ourrry, J., said that, at the date of the yea s striking the 


off the register, he was of that the was on 

business and in operation section 7 of the Act. He i 

7 ae — for its restoration, upon = of A of 
oners e com make proper returns e 

ie would follow the form in Re Financial Healey 


( 
the Law and of Companies, ed., 665).—Covnext, 
?. B. Palmer : Ingle Joyce. Sorrcrrons, Johnson ¢ Weeikerall ; Solicitor ta 
the Board of Trade. 
Re LAMBERT (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 14th December. 
Evrpence—Apmisstaiuity — Paprerss Cass Dactarnation ot Unerowep 


The question in this case was whether the grandfather yee 
enother of cesteia Clainiants 00 6 fund were or were not a 


praeek tae beet the parties tothe alleged mariage were dead. ‘The grab 
, made and duly executed in which he 
per hepehemawe Bimeninne > - 5 ms ce arate will, 


made a 
which was never nor attested, but was to be in his hand- 
writing. In this he described the claimants’ 
her maiden name and as as his wife. It was that 
document could not be in evidence, the the objection 


being that there was no instance of « declaration 
case, if contained in a document was incomplete 
for the ep arg beg te brea was made. by 
Ourrry, J., that, any declarations 
members of the family were in evdence for What they were worth, 
The form of the evidence affected, not its admissibility, its 
It ign bo What Se renee Beet 
bas, that were so, it was because no one had 
could be usefully raised. However, in the Susser Peerage ease (11 
86, ot p. 06), om enter of the writer’ week ok tak vonemiek, 
to the writer was held to be such entry was : 
He, too, held that the draft will in 
admissible.—Counsnt, Bastwiok ; 


Re THE NORTH B 
Chitty, J., 14th December. 
Comrpaxny—Wixorme vr—Dremissat or Parrriow on Aprriicariox oF 
Prrrrrionsk—Costs oF SHAREHOLDERS AND Onuprrons Arrraninc. 
In this shareholder, a m for 
ai Sale come 0 eee COLE te oe ee we 
Qiendanel, Sok eats. who appeared separately 


Shareholders 
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creditors had appeared, as they had a right to do, in response to the 
statutory advertisements of the presentation of the petition. It was, 
therefore, wholly immaterial whether they ap for the sake of 
sup or for the sake of opposing the petition. Of that he knew 

g- The rule that there should be one set of costs only applied 
to cases where the costs came out of the assets of the company.— 
Counsznt, Macnaghien, Q.C.; Romer,Q.C.; EB. Ford; Grosvenor Woods ; The 
Hon. R. C. Grosvenor ; A. N. Cumming ; C. C. M. Dale, and G. T. Millar. 
Soxicrrors, G. B. Bathurst Norman ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co; Markby, 
Stewart, § Co. ; Clavence Harcourt ; Jackson § Co. 


SHEPHEARD v. SMITH—Chitty, J., 10th December. 


Practice—Forxciosure AnsotuTs—Discuarcs or R&cEIvER, 

In this case the plaintiffs moved for foreclosure absolute and discharge 
of a receiver of the mortgaged property without passing his accounts. 
It that the receiver was one of the plaintiffs, and had been 

ited by consent of the plaintiffs and defendant, and without salary 
or remuneration, and that he had received some £464 from the property 
and expended on it some £600, leaving a balance due to him. 

Currry, J., made an order as asked.—Covnset, W. E. Lemon. Soutct- 
tors, Shepheards. 


Bz parte THE HABERDASHER’S CO.—Chitty, J., 11th December. 


Pracrice—PayMEnt mene Cravuszs Act, 1845—Pxrnsons ABSOLUTELY 
NTITLED. 

In this case a petition was presented by the governors of the Haber- 
dasher’s Co. for payment out to them of £1,000 paid into court by a 
railway pag, ane fag land belonging to the Haberdasher’s Co. taken under 
the Lands C Act, 1845. It ap that the governors had ex- 
pended £1,000 out of the income of their company in aid of the development 
of a building estate of which the lands taken formed part. Such expendi- 
ture had been sanctioned by the Charity Commissioners as payment out 
of capital, but, whilst approving of the present petition, they declined to 
give any express assent, on the ground that the money was under the 
control of the court. 

Currrr, J., said that under the circumstances he held that the 
petitioners were entitled to have the money paid out to them as persons 

‘absolutely entitled,” and made the order as payed.—CounszL, 
Whitaker. Soxscrror, 0. C. T. Eagleton. 


Re BLAINE’S TRUST—North, J., 11th December. 


Traverse or Srocx Our or Junisprcrion—Vestinc Ricut To TRANSFER— 
** Penson wHom Court may Appornt”’—Trvster Acr, 1850, s. 22. 


In this case a question arose as to the construction of section 22 of the 
Trustee Act, 1850, which provides that, “‘when any person or 
shall be Bow entitled with j i 
Court Chancery .. . to any stock . . upon an 4 
shall be lawful for the said court to make an order vesting the right to 
transfer such stock . . . either in such person or persons so jointly 
entitled as aforesaid, or in such last-mentioned person or persons together 
with any person or persons the said court may appoint.’”” In the present 
case there were two trustees of a sum of stock. One of them absconded, 
and was, in 1881, adjudicated a bankrupt, and he had ever since remained 
abroad. A new trustee was sppointed in his place by the person who 
entitled under the provisions of the trust deed to make the appoint- 
and the cestuis que trustent presented a petition, asking that the right 
transfer the stock might be ordered to vest in the continuing trustee, 
order that he might then transfer the stock into the joint names of 
N oy, thought that 

ont, J., t the words—‘‘ any person or persons the said 
court msy appoint”—in section 22 meant appoint, not as trustee or 
trustees, but for the of vesting the right to transfer, and that the 
proper course was to vest the right to transfer the stock in the continuing 
trustee and the new trustee. 

The had been served only on the continuing trustee, but 
Norn, J., said that it must be served also on the new trustee.—CounsEL, 
A. Young ; Tremlett. Sorscrrons, Kearsey, Hawes, ¢ Walsh. 


Faget 


Be PILSEN JOEL AND GENERAL ELECTRIC LIGHT CO.—North, J., 
1lth December. 


Company—Rezpvcrion or Carrrat—Caxcettation or Parp-ur Carrrat— 
“ Carrrat Lost on Unrernesenren py AVAILaBLe Assets ’’—ConrrrMa- 
sion wr Covet—Evipence—Use or Worn “ Repucep’’—Companies 
Acr, 1877, ss. 3, 4. 


A question arose in this case as to the evidence which should be 
to justify the court in eyo heer sere gry by a company 
bond poe by the cancellation of paid-u capital, on 
which it was proposed to cancel lost 
by available assets.” The company had a 
its capital, by cancelling ms § capital to the 
El to thet extent had, ‘previously to the passing 

6 ously to the 
resolution, been lost or was unrepresented by available assets. The 
in the first instance was an affidavit by the chair- 


, to the effect that the statements in the petition were 
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of a company’s assets, and the company were allowed to reduce their paid. 7% 
up capital by the amount of the reciation, they would be able, when ~~ 
the assets recovered their value, to divide the amount of the improvement 
among the shareholders as profit, and thus indirectly affect the rightsof 
the creditors. The petition was ordered to stand over for a week, andq 
further affidavit by the chairman was then produced, in which he said that 
a valuation of the company’s assets had been made for the purposes of 
their last report, and this valuation shewed that the sum of £22,878 had 
been lost, a large part of which was attributable to depreciation of the 
value of the company’s patents, and since the date of that valuations 
further sum, amounting to at least the balance of the £28,175, had been 
lost, or was unrepresented by available assets, owing to further deprecia. 
tion in the value of some of the company’s patents, by reason of the 
company being forced to discontinue the manufacture of incandescent 
lamps under those patents. y ° 

Nortu, J., considered this evidence sufficient to justify him in con. 
firming the resolution, though he said that he should have felt great 
difficulty in doing so without that evidence. 

The company’s counsel then asked that the use of the word ‘‘ reduced,” 
as part of the name of the company, might be dispensed with. Nortu, J., 
directed that the word ‘‘reduced” should be used for one month. He 
said that, though the court had power to dispense with the use of the 
word, it ought not to do so iw some good reason was shewn.— 
Counset, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Rawson. Soxricrrons, Parker, Garrett, 
§ Parker. 


Re HARRISON, PARRY v. SPENCER—North, J., 9th December. 


Reat Estare—Conversion—Oonrract ror Satz or Lanp sy TxstarTor m 
nis Lirermme—Aporrion sy Resrpvary Dezvisze arrsk TzsTator’s 
Dears. 


The question in this case was whether a piece of land, which a testator 
had in his lifetime contracted by to sell to P., was, after his death, 
to be treated as real estate, therefore as passing under a residuary 
devise, or was to be treated as converted into personal estate, by virtue 
of the testator’s parol contract, though it was not a contract which could 
have been enforced by reason of the Statute of Frauds. The plaintiff 
was the residuary devisee and the administrator with the will annexed, 
After the testator’s death the plaintiff sold and conveyed the Bae of land 
in question to P, by a contract in writing, which provided that the pur- 
chase-money was to be paid as follows—‘‘ namely, the sum of £50 ha 
been paid to the vendor's devisor by way of deposit on the 5th of A 
1880, and the residue on the 12th of April next.” The question was 
whether the plaintiff had adopted the testator’s contract, and there had, 
therefore, been a conversion in the testator’s lifetime. In Fraynev. Taylor 
(12 W. R. 287), where an heir had adopted a parol contract for the sale 
of land made by his ancestor, and in the conveyance by him there was @ 
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recital that he had adopted that contract, Kindersley, V.O., held that 
there had been a conversion of the land into personal estate during the 
intestate’s lifetime. 


Norra, J., held that there was no evidence in the plaintiff's contract 
of any intention on his to adopt the testator’s parol contract. His 
lordship thought that the plaintiff’s contract wes expressed in 
the way it would have been if it had been intended that there should be 
@ new contract, when no contract had been entered into before the 
testator’s death. It was true that there was a reference to the £50 paid 
to the testator as a deposit. But there was nothing on the face of the 
contract to shew what deposit was paid, or what the purchase-money 
was, or, on the construction of the instrument, who the parties were. 
His lordship thought that, if it had been intended to carry out the old 
contract, it would have been referred to in a different way. He th 
tbat there was a new contract and a conversion of the land into 
only after the death of the testator.—OounssL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.O., 
Swinfen Eady ; Cookson, Q.C., and Dauney ; Eve; Buckmaster. Soxtcrrons, 
Field, Rosooe, § Co. ; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co. ; Saxelby ¢ Faulkner. 
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BREWSTER v. PRIOR—Kekewich, J., 13th December. 


Exzcvrorn—Apmission or Assers—ITzsm 1x Resipvary Account— 
DeciaratTion or Trust. ‘ 
the liabiliy @ 


This case raised the question of the effect, as 
of an executor, of a statement in a a certain sum 
had been retained to pay an outstanding legacy, and of the admiss+ — 
bility of evidence to shew the incorrectness of the account in question. — 
One T. G. died in April, 1863, arin Se | his will bequeat y AL a 
laintiff, William Glover, after the dea‘ his widow, a legacy of ; 

e appointed his wife, the plaintiff, W. Glover, and the defendant, James — 
Prior, executrix and executors thereof. They all proved. W. Glover © 
married the plaintiff, Fanny Glover, in 1869, on which occasion a settle- — 
ment was executed, dated June 15, 1869, by which the legacy of £500 was 
assigned to the defendant and the other plaintiff, Sidney Brewster, upon | 
trust to pay the income to Fanny Glover, with divers other trusts over, 
James Prior, the defendant, was a solicitor, and was the acting executor — 
wnt Sees eee eran in the preparation of the settle | 
ment. The testator’s widow in 1875, when the legacy became pay- 
able ; and on July 10, 1875, a residuary account of the testator’s estate 
was by James Prior, and signed by him and Willism 
sae om, * Deena’ to were tend ean ie Wilton Glover, 
this item, ‘ to pay ou +e 
The defendant en the ow’s death ristmas, 
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£500.” till Ob 4 
1 the plaintiff, Fanny Glover, interest on the — 
sees ot 2800 ab the rate of 25" per cent. until A’ 12, 1885, when he © 








wrote to her alleging that the testator did not leave sufficient assets to 7 
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the legacy. A declaration was claimed that the defendant was liable | authority had omitted to proceed to recover the before the magis- 
Tay the sum of £500, with interest thereon. It was urged for the | trates: p bree Sunderland. Aleock (30 W. B65), Tottenham Local Board 
plaintiff that there had been admissions on the of the defendant such | v. Rowell (29 W. 


as to render him liable, and that, whether there been a mistake in the 
residuary account or not, he ought not to be allowed to explain it, and 
should be declared a trustee for the plaintiff. For the defendant it was 
urged that an admission of assets always is susceptible of explanation, 
and that evidence ought to be admitted to shew that an error had been 
made in the accounts. 


Kzxewicn, J., said in this case one of the two trustees of the marriage 
settlement of June 15, 1869, together with one of the beneficiaries, sued 
the other trustee, who was the executor of the will of T. G., deceased, for 
£500, without asking for any account of the testator’s estate. The case 
was put on the ground that the defendant was bound by an 
that he held the £500, and that, therefore, no account was necessary. 
The case was apparently based on an admission of assets. The doctrine 
of admission of assets came to this, that the executor, having interest 
on a legacy or done other acts from which the reasonable inevitable 
inference was that he had money sufficient to pay the legacy, could not be 
heard to deny assets unless strong explanation was brought forward that 
he had not the money. It might be a matter of evidence or of inference, 
and where the executor could shew shat the whole case was not before the 
court and that the inference was not the true inference, he was allowed to 
bring forward evidence and his admission was le of explanation. 
It would, however, require cogent evidence in this case to bring the court 
to the conclusion that a mistake had been made. Besides the original 
residuary account on the testator’s death there had been a settlement, 
and the executor has paid interest as from an investment, and he had over 
and over again alluded to the legacy as paid. Therefore it would require 
very cogent evidence tnat there was a satisfactory exp The case 
went further than that; the residuary account was twice, the 
second time being on the death of the widow, and the two surviving 
executors carried in a final residuary account, in which they stated :— 
** Retained to pay outstanding legacies—to William Glover, £500.’’ It was 
urged this was a mere statement of account, and that if the items were 
wrong there was no reason why the executor should’ be held liable ; 
the ome poy in oe — bevel =e gag — did not mean 
“ reta meet any particular legacy. It would be very dangerous 
to allow executors to say this. The case of a s c ean in which 
the property passed on the executor’s assent been put as an illus- 
tration. If once the property passed in equity the executor could not get 
it back. When the executor says, ‘‘I have retained £500,” it would 
dangerous to allow him to go behind that and say otherwise. He could 
not be allowed to go behind it by giving evidence now ; it was, in fact, a 
declaration of trust. [His lordship then adverted to the correspondence, 


‘coming to the conclusion that the other executor was not jointly liable. } 


The defendant must pay the £500, with interest at £4 cent., and the 
costs of the action.—Oounsri, Barber, Q.0., and Underhill ; Warmington, 
Q0., and W. D. Rawlins. Sorscrrons, Wainwright ¢ Baillie, for Gould ¢ 
Eloock ; J. § W. Maude 


CORPORATION OF MANOHESTER v. HAMPSON—Q. B. Div., 9th 
December. 


Pustic Heautu Act, 1875, s. 150—Inrecutar Norice—Szconp Arrorrion- 
MENT—ReEs JUDICATA. 


In’ this case the local board of a district, since incorporated in the city of 
Manchester, served notices on the defendant and others, the owners of 
land adjoining a new street, under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 
1875 ; which notices included certain work—viz., a sewer— for which 
the owners could not properly be charged under that section. A summons 
against the defendant for the recovery of £650, the amount ep 
upon him, was dismissed by the magistrates, though it was not clear on 
what ground they decided. The local board then made a ap- 
portionment, deducting the expense of the sewer, in which the amount 


and here it had been decided that the defendant was not liable. There 
Was no power to make a second apportionment. 


Tux Court allowed the appeal, setting aside the nonsuit, and pire 
judgment in favour of the plaintiffs for a charge upon the the 
sum of £579. Huppieston, B., said that the question the pre- 
vious eer of the magistrates was a defence to the action 
- = ow . the a ey oy of the yy the - 
eci on the groun at the street was a —_ 
the inhabitants at large, Reg. v. Hutchings (27 W. R "04, 8 Q. B. D. 
showed that they had gone beyond their juriediction. But even if the 
ground of their D was the Enegnbaly & oenen ae 
ie coenete. nh ah ectogndl te tie action. It had decided that a 
charge might be established under section 257, even although the local 





. 86, 15 Ch. D. 378), Corporation of Birmingham v. Baker 
(17 Ch. D. 782). The corporation, after the decision of the 


epponnent, ong he charg or Th soven” Jt war gud ta 
a onmen or sewer. was 
this oo 3 : a and estimates 


could not ly be2done, as new sections, 
had not been Gapentied. But Cook v. Tpocich Board (19 W. R. we 6 
Q. B. 451) shewed that these matters were not conditions precedent. 
case and Shanklin Local Board v. Millar (29 W. B. 63, 5 O. P. D. 272) and 
Wake v. Corporation of Sheffield (12 Q. B. D. 142), shewed that the 
were justified in g the second apportionment. M 
the substance of the case was that the original notice, though erroneous, 
was not void. The corporation might have proceeded for the smaller 
amount on the first apportionment. 
void, and it was pag Ayer me Byrn et make a second 
ment; and section 257 enacted 
be a u 
La erely directory ; they conditions 
estimates were merely ; were 
Ambrose, Q.C., and Heywood ; Taylor, QO., and Sutton 
R. Freer Austin, for Talbot, Manchester; Gregory 


GOODMAN v. ROBINSON ; BROWN, JANSON, & CO. (Garnishees)— 
Q. B. Div., 14th December. 


ArracumMent or Dests—Ricut or Assicnsz or Jupcment Dzsr to 
Garnisuzz Onpzr. 


In this cose the quaciion susie Sihetaee Sve ctmanes SSS 0Gl tana 
is entitled to a ishee order. Pollock, B., chambers, 

the order nisi, holding that R. 8. C., 1883, XLV., 1, did pop sach 
a case, but only to that rt oe the words of Tule, has 
** obtained ” the judgment. 

Tux Covrr (Huppizsron, B., and Mawnzsrr, J.), allowed the appeal. 
Huppuzston, B., said that it was to read the Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 25, sub-section 6, in with 
the same rights and remedies to the assignee of a 
and the rules had been framed to carry out that provision. There was no 
were 0 Yentl caochuenh, "‘Cielen des diana te lenedenahied eS 
were @ penal enactmen’ nless issue garnishee proceedings 
belonged to the assi f ape Bede rege BOM Fag 
execution to which he was entitled would be of little use, 
Manisty, J., concurred.—Oounss., Dickens; A. T. Lawrance, Soxacrrors 
Spyer ¢ Son; P. G. Robinson. 
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EDWARDS v. STEPHENS—Q. B. Div., 10th December. 
Moereacor anp Morreacrr—Ricurt ro Possesstion—Intanim Insuncrion, 
This was an application for an interim injunction to restrain the defend. 
ant from ee a house and 
remises which he mortgaged to the had 
Become bankrupt, bat had been allowed by mortgagee to remain in 
e 


men, went to the premises, and, 
the use of force, turned the po Pe podbobarsd pronsaw tim * 
furniture. On the 29th of ber, some builders engaged by the 
mortgagee ving taken of the premises for the purpose of 
doing the the mortgagor effected an entrance resumed 

f oe re 
injunction. The obtained an interim injunction a 
Grantham, J., 


t 
i 
£ 
: 
a 
il: 


_ charged to the defendant was £579. The plaintiffs one this action aoe te etait bed idhic caer ead ad tate and ed 
under section 257, to establish a charge on the defendant’s for cedent for an injunction to quiet ‘omen in e Pelee’ 
£579, or, in the alternative, for £650. Denthans, J., nonsuited the = | by an ill orgy bv defendent wes tn tfal rd orange the 2nd 
tiffs on the ground that the matter had been decided by the magistrates, | ,, if not by virtue of his own at any rate by the leave 
and that the local board had eres make a second apportionment (30 | 4.4 jicense of the and he ought to be a oe te setein 
Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 504). The plaintiffs appealed. It wasarguedin support till the of the action. At least, after the defendant hed 
of the appeal, that the board had a right to make a second apportionment ; gone out of the plaintiff was not entitled to the 
~~ if they had not, they — a back on the — and ont ig remedy of an unction. Edwick v. Hawkes (29 W. R. 913, 18 D. 

at it was res judicata, so far as the summ rem was concerned, the 
plaintifts were entitled to an that ‘the a ibe. ob with the 190) and B v. Maitland (29 W. R. 484, 17 Ch. D. 174) were referred 
amount. On behalf of the defendant it was argu e were| 
not entitled to proceed by action after a summary P had been | Txe Cover (Cava and Wits, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. The general 
dismissed. Section 257 only gave a where the owner was liable; | rule was that where there was 
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ELECTION CASES. 
Ex parte ROBSON—Q. B. Div., 14th December. 


Mvusrcrrpat Corporations (Corrvrr Practices) Act, 1884, ss. 20, 21— 
Intz¢a~ Practice—Remiss1on or PEenatrigs. 


A candidate, at the election of a town councillor, had omitted te file a 
declaration and statement of account in accordance with the requirements 
of section 21, sub-section 3, of the Municipal Corporations (Corrupt Prac- 
tices) Act, 1884. He had published no address and incurred no expenses 
in connection with his candidature, having been returned without oppo- 
sition, but had omitted, as he stated on affidavit, through inadvertence, 
to make any declaration and statement of account as required by the Act. 
Since hia election he had taken his seat and voted as a t»wn councillor. 

Tus Covaer (Huppiaston, B., and Manisry, J.) held that he should be 
excused from the penalties imposed by the Act. Hvupp.izston, B., said 
that the Act required, not only a statement of account, but also a declara- 
tion of an extensive character as to the past and future acts of a candidate 
and other persons, and that declaration must be made. However, as the 

tin this case had given a sufficient reason for his omission, he 

uld be held excused from the consequences, and the time would be 

extended so that he might now make the declaration required by the Act. 
—CovunseL, Graham, BSoxicrtors, Aldridge, Thorne, ¢ Morris. 





CRIMINAL LAW CASES, 
REG. v. GUNNELL—C. CO. R., 11th December. 


Faravputent Trustre—Banxrvuptoy—Pvsiic Examination — First Dis- 
closure or Orrence—Renurting Evinence—Hearsay—24 & 25 Vicr. 
c. 96, 8. 85. 

The question in this case arose upon a prosecution under sections 75 and 
80 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96. The indictment charged the defendant with 
having, while being a trustee, under the will of 8S. Taylor, deceased, of a 
sum af £250, unlawfully and wilfully converted the same to his own use 
with intent to defraud. By section 85 of the same statute no person is to 
be exempt from answering questions, &c., in inter alia bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings by reason of anything in the ten preceding sections ; and no 
person is to be liable to be convicted of any misdemeanour in any of the said 
sections if, previously to his being charged with the offence, he has jirst 
disclosed the act on oath in any compulsory examination before any court 
upon the hearing of any matter in bankruptcy. The point raised was 
as to the admissibility and value of evidence to rebut the fact that 
the bankrupt had first disclosed the offence in bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings. The evidence at the trial shewed that the, bankrupt 
had received the £250 and had purported to create a charge 
therefor on certain property of his own, upon which there existed already 
a prior mortgage, the amount of which exceeded by £150 the value of the 

3 e tion then put in the public examination of the 
gefendant, who had been rhe veel 4 bankrupt. In that examination, on 
ovember 26, 1885, the defendant had admitted facts shewing the mis- 
eran of the £250. The prosecution then tendered the rte | evi- 
of G. F. Marshall :—*‘ [ am a solicitor. On January 9, 1885, I at- 
tended the first meeting of creditors of Gunnell heldin London. Q. ‘ After 
this was there anything said to you with reference to £250, the 
ect of indictment?’ A. ‘Yes.’ Q. ‘What was said?’ Ob- 
to. Objection overruled. A. ‘Andrews’ (defendant's ay | 
told me that Gunnell had appropriated the sum of £250, and tha 
he executed a deed poll charging certain of his property with the re- 
yment thereof.’ Q. ‘ Was Gunnell present?’ A. ‘ No.’”’ Lord Coleridge 
directed the jury that the defendant was a fraudulent trustee, 
and the d found him guilty of the offence charged. The questions 
reserved fae the consideration of the court were whether Marshall’s evidence 
was properly admitted and whether the judge’s direction to the jury was 
correct. It was contended for the prisoner that the evidence was not 
admissible at common law as being merely hearsay evidence. 

Tua Covrr (Lord Conenincr, O.J., Denman, Hawxins, Srepuen, and 
Day, JJ.) held that the evidence was not admissible. It rested on mere 
2 between two solicitors, and was quite insufficient to shew that the 

‘3 ay Sg a of this money was kaown prior to his disclosure 

the fact on his public examination. The conviction must therefore be 

uashed.—OounszL, 4. G. James, A. T. Lawrence, and Hon, A. Lyttelton, 
pn ay The Treasury ; Tree ¢ Son, Worcester ; Roberts ¢ Barlow, 


REG. ». JUBY—C. C. R., 11th December. 

Bawxevrrcy — Unpiscuarcep Banxrurt — Ontarsixc Orepir To THE 
en a ree aaaertyy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. 
c. 52), s. 31. 

In this case an important point was raised as to the meaning of the words 

“ obtame credit ’’ in the 31st section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The 

defendant was prosecuted under that section for the offence of, while 


being an undischarged bankrupt under that Act, having obtained credit 
to the extent of £20 and upwards, without informing the person from 
whom he obtained credit he was an undischarged pt. The 


who was an un bankrupt trading at Leicester, on 


discharged 
May 21, telegraphed to a firm named Kerr & Stevenson, in Edin , 
for of potatoes, and on receiving a quotation from them in reply, 
on 22, wired to them as follows :—‘‘ Send truck Magnums for sample.’’ 
It was admitted in evidence that a truck meant inthe trade 4 tons, but 
Kerr & Stevenson, not having a truck of 4 tons loaded, sent two 
| pany gee tay in hand, and which contained a 
cwt. 3qrs., which, at 50s. a ton, would amount te £16 1 


trucks 
of 6 tons 
44. These 








goods were delivered to the defendant on June 2, when he signed the 
railway company’s delivery book. On the 27th of May the defendant 
telegraphed ‘‘ Send truck Champions sample, forty shillings.” In reply, 4 
truck of 4 tons was sent and received, and signed for by the defendant 
on June 8. The defendant never made any complaint that more potatoes 
bad been sent than ordered, but on May 26 he had written asking for two 
or three more trucks to be sent, and promising to pay for the two trucks 
when weighed up. The value of the third truck being £8, the value of 
all the potatoes received by defendant was £23 14s. 4d., no portion of 
which had been paid. The indictment charged the offence as havin 
been committed on June 8. It was objected, on the defendant's behal 
that he had not obtained credit to the tog eee nary within the meanin 
of the statute, inasmuch as his first order g for 4 tons at 50s. or aig 
his whole order was for £18 only, but that such larger credit was fo: 
upon him. The recorder ov ed the objection, and the jury found the 
risoner guilty. The question reserved was whether there was evidence 
go to the jury. No one appeared for the prosecution, but for the 
prisoner it was contended that ‘“‘ obtains credit” 
antecedent act done by the er, and inasmuch as at the time of the 
second order, May 27, he did not know that two trucks had been sent 
instead of one, according to his first order, he had not obtained the 
credit knowingly. In Reg. v. Peters (34 W. RB. 399, 16 Q. B. D. 646) the 
defendant knew he was ordering goods above the value of £20, and thé 
only question was whether, ha entered into a cash transaction, that 
could be called obtaining credit. 

Tue Court (Lord Coxzripvez, O.J., Denman, Hawxins, Stepney, and 
Day, JJ.) held that the conviction was right. When the defendant 
received the last truck of potatoes he then knew that the value of the 
potatoes he had received exceeded £20, and when he accepted those 

8 without any objection he obtained credit as was explained in the 
udgment of the ma a of the court in Reg. v. Peters. They held that 
this case was entirely within the principle of that case,—Counsngt, A. 7, 
Sourcrror, Hood Barrs for Gee, Leicester. 


Toller. 





-CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


HETTIHEWAGE SIMAN APPU v. QUEEN’S ADVOCATE, CEYLON 
—P. C., 4th December. 


Costs—RzE-TAXATION™APPEAL TO Privy Covunctt. 
rted 


The applicants were solicitors for the plaintiffs in this case (repo 
9 App. Oas. 571). They were instructed to conduct three appeals by 
their clients, who were natives of Ceylon, and were successful in one and 
unsuccessful in two of these appeals, Their costs in the successful 
appeal were taxed as between party and party against the Queen’s Advo- 
cate at £317 15s. 10d. ; and as soon as they could they applied to their clients 
for this sum, as well as their costs as between solicitor and client, 
The clients refused to pay. The solicitors, therefore, in June, 1885, 
obtained an order to tax, and did tax, their costs before the registrar of 
the Privy Council, and sent their taxed bill to Ceylon for their agents to 
recover the amount. They were then met by an order, made under the 
General Rules for the Regulation of Proctor’s Fees in the Supreme and 
District Courts of Ceylon, which enacts that no proctor—i.¢., solicitor in 
Ceylon—shall commence or maintain any action for the recovery of 
fees, charges, or disbursements at law until the expiration of one onli 
or more after he shall have delivered unto the party charged therewith, 
or left for him, at his dwelling- house or last place of abode, a bill of such 
fees, charges, and disbursements subscribed such proctor. To bring 
thamselves within this rule the lish solicitors then sent notices t¢ 
their clients of their intention to apply for a re-taxation of their bill ; and 
about two months afterwards they applied to the Privy Council for ap 
order for re-taxation. The registrar refused to make an appointment as 
he was functus oficio. The solicitors thereupon applied to the Judicial 
Committee. 


Tus Court (consisti of Lord Hosnovsz, Sir Barnes Pxsacocx, 


ting 
and Sir Rrcuanp Oovcn) said that they did not see how arule made in 


Ceylon for regulating the practice or procedure in Ceylon courts could 
apply to solicitors practising in the Privy Oouncil; but they declined to 
d the question until it was properly raised on appeal; and they saw 
no reason for ordering the to do that over again which he had 
already ly done merely for the sake of saving the applicants from 
a danger w might never arise.—Counszt, Cecil Chapman. Soxticrrons; 
Baker § Nairne. i 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


On the 13th inst., Mr. W. J. Bull opened the debate by moving: 
‘That the gradual increase of the Democratic principle iv the Government 
of the State is to be deplored.” The opener was sup » amongst 
others, by Mr. Mott Whitehouse. Messrs. Marcus and Moyle opposed. 
Mr. Bull briefly replied, and upon the motion being put to the meeting 
it was carried by five votes. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society, held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
ja ae the 14th inst., Mr. R. L. Devonshire in the chair, 
for discussion upon the paper was ‘‘ That the case of Bunch ¥. 
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Great Western Railway Co. (17 Q. B. D. 215) was wrongly decided.” Mr. 
J. H. James (for Mr. T. W. Williams) ed the debate in the affirmative, 
gnd was supported by Messrs. Adam Fox, P. T. Rhys, J. D. Crawford, 
©. W. L. Brewer, and W. G. Hawtin, and opposed by Messrs, G, A. 
Riddell, H. F. Eve, J. Y. Woolcombe, A. C. B r, and G, Ingleton 
Phillips. After Mr. Wilmot E. Elmslie had replied un the whole case (on 
behalf of Mr. J, H. James, who was re to leave early), the chairman 
shortly summed up the arguments and put the motion to the society, 
when tt was carried by a majority of seven votes. There were thirty-one 
gentlemen present, and the meeting terminated at 9,50. 





LEGAL NEWS. : 


OBITUARY, 


Mr. Rosert Wriu1aMs, barrister, died on the Tth inst. Mr. Williams 
was the eldest son of Mr. William White Williams, of Oxford. He was 
born in 1843, and was educated at Magdalen College School. He 
obtained a junior studentship at Christ Church, where he uated first 
ip Gonins is ay ae he was —— so a on = —— 
College. © was vely en or ears va on, 
and ie was called to the at Lincoln’s-inn in Fenity Term, 1872. Mr. 
Williams had devoted much of his time to literary work. He was a con- 
tributor to the Examiner, and he was also a leader-writer on the staff of 
the Daily Telegraph, and subsequently of the Standard. Although he was 
hot a member of any circuit he had at one time a considerable criminal 
practice, and he held briefs in several important copyright actio ns. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Francis Jonn Raprorp, solicitor (of the firm of Radford & Son), 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed a Commissioner to ad-ninister 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Pamir Percrvat Hvrcurs, a puisne a of the High Court of 
Judicature at Madras, has been appointed a Member of the Council of the 
Governor-General of Madras. Mr. Justice Hutchins is the fourth son of 
Mr. William Hutchins, of Sydenham, and was born in 1838. He was 
educated at Merchant Taylors’ School and at leony, | College, and he 
has been for many years a member of the Madras Civil Service. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1875, and he was 
appointed a judge of the Madras High Court in 1883. 


Mr. Aveustus Freperick Gopsoy, barrister, M.P., has been appointed 
a Magistrate for Worcestershire. Mr. Godson is the eldest son of Mr, 
Septimus Holmes Godson, barrister. He was born in 1836, and he was 
educated at Queen’s College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at the 
pec: Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1859, and he is a member of the 





ord Circuit. In July last he was elected M.P. for Kidderminster in 
the Conservative interest. 

Mr. Cuarizs Epwarp Faeeyan, solicitor (of the of Brook, Free- 

man, & Batley), of Huddersfield, has been a ted a te for that 


borough. Mr. Freeman was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 
Mr. Ruopss Kennepy Catverr, solicitor, of has beén & ted 
Bpanish Viee-Ooneal at Leeds. Mr. Calvert Yes chmitiod a sckbottor ta 


Mr. Onanizs Davunoey, solicitor, of Ni and Tredegar, has 
sppointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 

Mr. Joun Henny Syxnz, solicitor, of Huddersfield, has been 
pieeictrate for that borough. Mr. Sykes was admitted a 


i 


j 


Mr. Atrrep Bray Kemps, barrister, has been appointed Chancellor of 
the Diovese of ag meme egy in succession to the late Mr. Hugh 
Cowie, QC. Mr. Kempeis the third son of the Rev. John Ea Kem 
téctor of St. James’s, Piccadilly, and was born in 1849. He was 
at St. Paul’s Schoul, and he was formerly scholar of Trinity 
Cambridge, where he graduated as a yrengies in 1872. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1873, and he is a 
member of the Western Circuit. Mr. Kempe was formerly on the staff 
of the Weekly Reporter. He was secretary to the Ecclesiastical Courts 
Commission. 

Mr. Wrxwz Epwarp Baxrer, solicitor (of the firm of Wynne Baxter, 
Rance, & Meade), of 9, Laurence Pountney-hill, and of Lewes, has been 
tected Coroner for the Eastern Division of the county of Middlesex, in 
mecession to the late Sir John Humphreys. Mr. Baxter was admitted a 
wlicitor in 1867. He is coroner for the Eastern Division of 
deputy coroner for the City of London, Southwark, and the of 
lancaster, and clerk to the Shipwrights, Farriers, and Gold and Silver 
Wyre Drawers Companies, and he has filled the office of under-sheriff of 
london and Middlesex. Mr. Baxter has also been mayor of Lewes; and 
is now an alderman for that borough. 

ted 


Mr. Avotruvs Gzorce CxArtes Lippext, barrister, has bees sepeee 
Chief Clerk of the Crown Office, House of Lords. Mr. te 
ddest son of the Hon. Sir Adolphus Frederick Octavius Liddell, K .0.B., 
©., many years Permanent Under Secretary of State for the Home 
ent, a) cay of the first Lord Ravensworth, and was born in 

. He was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he g' 


429 

pn a nl 

T in 1872, and he has on the North-Eastern 

Ges, thd t the Durham, Northembedand, nd Nove Solos 
's er 

to the Post i= Ene on Sener tee He was secretary to the 


Trawlers’ Commission. 

Mr. Frevesicg Ernest Savx, solicitor, of Bath, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Governors of King Edward's Grammar School, Bath, in sues 
— yay og Mr. Edward Turner Payne. Mr. Shum was admitted 
a solicitor ‘ 


aes Roanoke tebe eth 


Mr, Ricuarp Berans Baacrorp Hawetns, solicitor, of Woodstock, has 
been elected Town Clerk of the newly borough of Woodstoek. 
Mr. Hawkins was admitted a solicitor in } 


Lord Henscue.t has been elected treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn for the 
ensuing year, 
— 
PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 
Joun Hextis and Writ1am Txompson, solicitors (John Heelis & or” 


son), Skipton and Keighley. Dec. 7. Gagette, Dec. 10, 
— 
GENERAL, 

Mr. George Gunibleton, D.0.L., has published dissertation 
“De Civitate Apud Romanos," being a thesis for the degree of dootor of 
civil law in the University of O 

‘* An old law reporter,’’ writing to the Zimes on the restrictions 
on the publication of evidence in certain cases, says ;—‘' It is of the essence 


of trial by jury that it should be public, and there is no precedent in the 
history of our country of any successful attempt to t publication of 
soporte of ouch Said Iam aware of onl wap feclonne ts 
ever attem ; and in that case it . ‘That was in a political 
case—a trial—a trial for treason, which 
judge desired to prevent publication of 
cet atin ye chase Ba eh 
an er was . on 

=~ ‘sguinst tf that 


has never been - 
profession and the public, and there 
a i bs restrain reports was k. 
822 an against it (** 
od Judicial Right of Be 8 ‘the 


strain such reports, and therefore he 


them th er of doing 80; power. 
Sean om Pacslentoxh be tecealleg te aeons.” 

A deputation of Poor Law Guardians Lancashire and 
waited ge Mr. the - 
ment Board, for parpoes oe at 
“Phat it is desirable to abolish the law of and ” 
“That, pending legislation in the direction 


feeling in the matter was very much they 
Tt would cxcrmout sim ay ee ee ee 
OE TNE PI VR 
w wo : 
hardship which undou! aed bs thames al jt ade! oy 
which had been put upon it. 





THE WINTER ASSIZES. 
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second class in Classics in 1869. He was called to the batat the Inmer| 
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Wednesday, January 26; Exeter, Saturday, January 29; Winchester, | 11, directed to be heard before Chitty, J oo Jen 1 6. Bolton ts Oo, Linedtall ! 
Friday, February 4; Bristol, Saturday, February 12. One judge only fields, agents for Lloyd & Roberts, berta, Ruibia, eo! or petner & 
will go to the first four places. gg Ph O v7 ape ed opee Snes ‘Boo 28, nt 12, at his chambers, a 
Mrpiaxp (Huddleston, B., and Field, J.)—Aylesbury, Tuesday, January | Ruoxnbs bioetare Bream Coae Ontnees Oo, LIMiTED.—Petn for winding up, ™ 
11; Bedf Frida , January 14; Northampton, Tuesday, January 18 ; presented 11, directed to be heard before Stirling, os at i po 
Leicester Friday, January 21; Oakham, Thursday, Jan 27; Lincoln, pet ive ~ Te aoe 15. Wooler, John st, Bedford row, agent for Jones, Be Ww 
Friday, 5, cn 28 ; Nottingham, Thursday, February 3; erby, Friday, Fy Ww 
February 11 ; Warwick, Th cage February 17 ; Birmingham, Tuesday, f; 
February 22. One j ndge only 1 = the first nine places. cs we 
Oxrorp (Manisty and Grantham, )—Reading, Monday, Jan 10; 
Oxted, Thursday, Jenuany 13: Worcester, Saturday, January 15; Glou- London Gasete oF 6 a gel _ should be gent, to Hiatrison ond Song, Pale 
January 22; Monmouth, Saturday, January 29; Here- rs London 45, St. Wrartin’s-lane, W.C. The Gazette is published every — At 
ford, ford, Thursday, gg 3; eseaty, Peper Day ery 5; Stafford, a 4 and Friday.—[Apvr. } Bu 
Saturday, 0 to the seven places. y 
‘Nesta (Hawkins and A.L. ‘the 3d.)-Uatiiale, Tessday, Jenunsy E ha 
aos SOE oe ve Lancaster, meg av pod By. 
Manchester, Friday, January es ursda bruary 
mee will go to the firet three places ‘ dabiés 8 CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 0c 
ORTH zRx (Cave and Day, JJ.)—Newcastle, Tuesday, January 4; CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. oc 
tham, Saturday, January 22; York, Saturday, January 29; Last Day oF Yor ae ur 
Paday, February 4 One judge only will go to Newcastle. London Ganitie.-Wasba¥ ; 

Norra bse (Stephen, J.) — Welshpool, Wednesday, Jan at , CHARLES. Ranelagh house, Grosvenor gies Feb 1. Heritage v Hood, — Dro 
on og Fridey, January 14; Carnarvon, Monday, January 17; Chitty, J. Beale & Co, Great George st Dat 
onde, age 20; Ruthin, Saturday, Jan anuary 22; Mold, Moreay, Jonw Hi, Typ k, Bristol, Gent, Jan 5. Hill v. Willisams, 

Tuesday, January 25; Chester, » Thursday, January 27; Cardiff, Thursday, Monnis, ALFRED AETHUE Vaxxon¥ Women Bettws, Carmartben, Chemical — 7 
February 3. One judge only go to the first six places Manufacturer. Jan 10. orris, North, J. Terrell,” New inn, — Fis 

omen AL. (Wi J. bo ad ade Friday, January 14; Car- Strana 
January 17; Carmarthen, Wednesday, January 19; Pasugss, ore, ay, J. Blyth, Oh Doe, — a Farmer. Dec 31, Crouchman YN Gor 
joe OF January 22; Cardi, Thuredey Tuesday, January 25; Chester, | nrxy. Jauns, Barale Locusten dens, Rettien v. Riley, Stirling, Jy, 9 Ha 

Thursday, January 27 ; y, February 3. One judge only Procter, Blackburn 
will go to the first five Fr SunPERED, Wasa PREDERICE, Lastingham, York. Jan5. Wilson v. Frank, — Jaci 
Lord , C.J., and Pollock, B., will remain in town. orth, J. Plokering ‘ J 

London @ asette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 1 ae 
= CRISP. re Oman Sewage, Fi acne eh nr Lichfield, oe Jan 11, Humphries Jax 

: anders, Birmingham. ; 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURK. Laxedx, Jou Moshe, Wakefield. Jan 17. Sanderson v. Iansoa, Kay, 3, ry 

Roma ISTRARS IN ATTEND. 0 arren, Leeds a 
Count APpPEaL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justicn PETTINGER, JOHN iseey, Epworth, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 10, Pettinger y, ~ Pau 
we Peon tue. Qotnay Mr, Leach TURNER, ALFRED, Ni ar Holmarth, York. Jan 7. Turner. Hinds [Ram 

ee Gedkcey Peach Yom Jines’ Naat No won eG Hu Suffolk, Solicitor. Jan 19. Atkinson y Powell 

Lavie King Beal Stirling, te, Gracechurch st’ ; ; 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice a ae a = 

Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. = 

Mr. Jackson Mr. Ward UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. : 

Clowes Qusstogten Last Day oF CLarw, 5 

Clowes Carrington Pemberton pony Pag erly Dec, 3. a 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Friday, the 2th day of December, 
Ss. and torminote on Thursday, the 6th day of anuary, 1987, both days in- 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


RAZIL, LIMITED.—Petn for winding » pre- 
sented Dec 9, directed to be heard before North, Jn on Saturday, Dec 18. 
Where a Cs, Old Serre, solors for petners 
4X SuGAR Rerrxine Co, .—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan © and Say eames ent, ebtarenes, and tho partiouiers of thelr debts 
Banner, 24, North John st, Liverpool. 
Vai iota 


ch 
Hl 


i at ae vpn Deo is. Jeaue ding Up: Presented Deo 7. 
Ces Deans eee Laman tice on has by an order, dated 
feeaeeeeeet ohn Thompson Hall, 44, High row, ; Darlington, to be official 
Wrctzrrz ee tate 1 d., dated Dec 32, 
it ordered the 
was ~. 5 Sempany bo Weems tp. Segue & Hughes, Martin's 
Coumry PaLaTiIvE OF LANCASTER. 


axp Discouwr Co, Luarep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Airected to be heard % A . 
re: at Sy ya res Hall, Liverpool, on Monday Dec 20. 


FRIENDLY SOcuMnaite 1 DISSOLVED. 
Lota Kino Wrist TES FOUBTE Lopez Soctery, Fleece 


i 
id 


Inn, Barrowford, 





BAtprey, Euiza*Mar ,,Goldney rd, Paddington, Bookseller. Jan ra A 


hay ag ae he Fs aticlle : % 
Barve, REV. Bristol. Jan 21, ee & Co, Bristol 
BERErneton, Mary Ann, Loughborough, Leicester. Febi. Toone & 
Lagaboragh  suriton, eq, a 
BLAINE, fe. Keyena, Surbiton, Esq. Jan 15. Watney & Co, Lombard th 
Bowman, EDMUND, Morpeth, Northumberland, Esq. Jan 15. Brumell, Morpeth : 
BraysHay, Wui1am Bowam, Stockton on T Chemist. Dec 22. Brayshay, 
Stockton on Tees 5 eo 
BrRxesk, Sanau, Old Marton, Salop. Dec 31. Talbot & Wood, Newtown 
Burtzr, W1i114M, Kendal, Westmorland, Gent. Janis. Bolton, Kendal 
Caznk, Rev EDWARD, LL.D, St Helens. Dec 3i. Thomas, St Helens 
CHATTAWAY, ANNE, Kingsland, Hereford. Dec 30. Lloyd & Son, Leominster 
CLoEtTE, General Sir ABRAHAM JosIas. EDR. Gloucester terr, Hyde pk. Feb& Ke 
Arthur st W, London Bri se 
Dawe, Isaac, Wokingham, ‘Berks, Gent. » » 81. Jones, New Oxford st es 
Devey, E11zabera, Clifton, Bristol. Jan2i. Brittan & Oo, Bristol : 
Drake, JvLiA, Heatheote st, Gray’sinn rd. Jani0. Howard, Lawrence Pount 
ney hill, Cannon s 
| | ee Te Lg _Asx, Hien Pastures, Aigburth, nr Liverpool. Dec 8&1, Gorm 
j; | Cuma Rant, Halo, Germany, Professor. Jan 10. Glanville Langdon, West — 
one, Canonbury pk North, Gent. Dec 25. Chamberlain, Fing- 
GREason, Romeer, Ribchester, nr Blackburn, Schoolmaster. Dec2t, Needham 


Biackburn 
Hicton, STEPHEN MusGRAvVE, Ickham, Kent, Gent. Jan 6. Hilton, Oan' 


Hopexison, Eaton, Higher Broughton, Manchester. Jan 19, Jepson & & : 
Hupp.esTone, Joserx, Peterborough, Draper. Jan 15. Percival & Son, Peters — 
H Tuomas, Gosforth, Northumberland, Builder. Mari, Joel & P 
See 
6 r le 
oe Linooln’s inn fields 
ALEXANDER BaayD, Leadenhall st, Merchant, Jani. Sanderson 


st 
KEZLK, Sir Joun, Tedworth House, Hants, Bart. Dec 31. Fladgate & 
Craven st, Strand 
MAcDONALD, DAME ANNE CHARLOTTE, Eaton sq. Jan 16. Walters & Co, New 
s 
Macuinz, Joun, Golborne, Lancaster, Farm Labourer. Jan 1, Widd 


ee, Rawdon, York, Gent. Jan 14. Rawson & Co, Bradford 
Morizy, SAMUEL, Leigh, Kent, Esq. Jan %i. Phelps & Co, Gresham st 


Mov er om , Brighton, Jani, Grover & Humphreys. 4, ¥ 


estes, New < -, a Surrey. Deo 11, Haines & Clutton, ferjcant’s 
Rosz, Stretford, nr Manchester, Engineer. Deo 81. Fox, Manc 


Rowserny, Joun, Heretord, Plumber. Dec 31. Oarless, jun, Hereford 
Scons, Joun, Kinson, Dorset, Esq. Febi, You & Whittick, Bristol 
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SmnoNET, Anne Sxort Jurson, Cowbridge, Glamorgan. Dec 15. Rees & Gwyn, 
James Dickson, Blomfield frd, Maida Vale, M.D. Jan3. Houghton & 
Son, Devereux chbrs, Temple 

Southowram, Innkeeper. Jan 15. Boocock, Halifax 


GrorGE, Bermondsey New Southwark, Harness Maker. Jan 1. 
Seaver & & Humphreys, King’s: + Be. - 


Wrz, THomMAs, Manchester, Rag Merchant. Jan8. Nelson, Manchester 
Wreom, saveeee, B , Northumberland, Watchman. Feb 1. Joel & Parsons, 
ewcastle 


w 
Woop, SAMUEL, Teun anton, Innkeeper. Jan8. Sweet & Son, Taunton 


London Gazette. —_TUESDAY, Dec. 7. 


Auster, Jonn Tomas, Church row, Limehouse, Shipwright. Dec 90. Wild & 
Co, Ironmonger lane 
BaGwaL, GzorGe, Hanley, Stafford, Farmer. Jani. Heath, Hanley 


peenapan, Walia, Patricroft, Lancaster, Gent. Jan 8. Taylor & Co, Man“ 
Brno, Hon, Ropzrt Lowruse, Southsea, Capt,R.N, Jan3. Hallettand Spottis- 
woode, Craven st, Vharin ne 
May me z Cundeviond, Miller’s Foreman. Jan 8. Trewhitt & Robson, 
in 
OR ey | Holland Park. Feb1i. Bartlett, Arthur st West 


LIFFE, JOSEPH, Green Leach, nr St Helens, ovt of business. Jan 10° 
Massey, St Helens 

Dicxinson. GEORGE THOMPSON, Newcastle upon Tyne, out of business. Dec 18, 
Dix & Warlow, Newcastle upon Tyne 

DRINKALL, Many, Winteringham, Linsein, Jan 15. Peach, Harrogate 


Bpamuons, Tomas, Kenilworth, Warwick, Gent. Jan9. Robinson, Birming- 
Puck, Jognrm ell & Co, yf mee my 1 a eS 
OOF cele Skipton, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Jan 10. Spencer & Clarkson, 
Haw ag cook, CHARLES, Shepherd's Bush rd, Gent. Jan 13. Allen & Son, Carlisle 
TACKSON, oan, Bolton, Lancaster, Civil Engineer. Jan 15. Watkins & Son, 
Tacnson, | pmoneae, Barnard Castle, Durham, Greengrocer. Dec 28. Nixon, Bar- 
et a Jang, West Derby, nr Liverpool. Jan 20. Quiggin & Bros, 
MIDDLE, Sonn, Walken in Gordano, Somerset, Gent. Jan 20. Baker & Lang- 


worthy. 
PaLeY, JAMES, Harrogate, Bootmaker. Jan7. Richardson & Byron, Harrogate 


REEVES, WiLLIAM, Clement's lane, Lombard st, Gent. Jan 28. Smith & Wilmer, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Roz, WILLIAM Newman & Oo, Abchurch 


SABRIOEE, Brighton, Esq. Dee 31. 
8 


bar 
SurTs, SAMUEL, Hereford, Gardener. Jan 15. Symonds & Son, Hereford 


SPACKMAN, RicHARD, Coxstalls, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Plasterer. Jan 4. 
Smith, Gloucester 
Bailey & 


gh ny Mount Pleasant rd, Eaton, Norwich. Feb 1. 

Jo, 

a? JouN, Dean st, Tooley st, Wine Merchant. Jan 14. Gush & Co, Fins- 

fnomas, JOHN, Swansea, Congregational Minister. Jan 14. Trapnell, Bristol 

Wess, Jouw Gregory, Highbury New Park, Islington, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer. Jan20, Boulton & Co, Northam ton 

penens, Dae Cc E Mary, Westgate on Bee 2. Mills & Co, Bed- 
cv) row 

Wus0n, Henry, Windsor, Berks, Wine Merchant. Dec 31. Gray, Eton 

Woonwaxp, CHARLES, Arkesden, Essex, Gentleman Farmer. Jan, Burgoyne 


atts, on st 
Wratt, Ann, High st, Wandsworth. Dec 18. Morley, Cheapside 


London Gazette.—F Ray, Dec. 10. 
Apams, Ex1zanetTu, Daventry, Northampton. Feb10. Bishop, Hanley 
BagGaLEY, Mary DE Grave, Sheffield. Dec3i. Vickers & Co, Sheffie!d 
gpg Reoepham, Norfolk, Esq. Feb1. Bircham & Co, Parliament 
Bowzns, ISABELLA, Milverton, Warwick. Jan 31. Wright & Hassall, Leaming- 
BRixeLow, JOHN, Sheffield, File Manager. Dec 3i. Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
Brown, im, Writsant, Oakfield rd, Clapton. Jan 22, Ingledew & Oo, St Benet chb s, 
Bonngve, A ANN, Saffron Walden, Essex. Jan 8 Ackland & Son, Saffron 
Bysnixator, ExizabBeTu, Horncastle, Lincoln, Jan?. Welker & Co, Spilsby 


Patron, GzorGe, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. Jani2. Fearless & Sons, East Grin- 
Barcexn, Wrt114M, Chertsey, Surrey, Nurseryman. Jan3i, Paine & Brettell 


Foorp, Henny Hoorzr, Eombay. Jan10. Turner & Low, King st, Cheapside 
Fox, Toum. G Bandfield terr, Lewisham, Gent. Dec 93. Smith & Co, Martin's lane, 
Gunes, GrorGE Davison, Westbourne terr, Esq. feb 1.20urtis & Hilton, Union 


ct, Ola Broad 
Goopwix, ELLEN, Hanley, Stafford, Feb10. Bishop, Hanley 


=u, JoeRUA, New rd, Hillingdon Heath. Jan 25, Hilberys, South sq, 
Gra: "s on 


onus. BBEOCA, New York, U.S.A. Jan 31. James N. Gladstone, 4, Essex ct, 
— 
ETH, Brislington, nr Bristol. Jan6, Routh & Co, Southampton 
_ "Bloomsbary 


ores, soem. West Cowes, Isle of Wight. Jan 31. 


Buarton, Exiza, Cambridge. Jani, Lockyer & Dinn, Gresham bldgs 
Cexrton, Guezw, Cambridge. Jani. Lockyer & Dinn, Gresham bidgs 


iaton, Samvet, Heston Norris, Lancaster, Farm Labourer, Deo %, Brown & 
Ainsworth, Stockport 


Lomax, J amxs, Bolton's Surveyor. Jan 15, Holden & Holden, Bolton 
Moorman, ¢ OATHERINS ANNE Prevost, Cambridge. Jan 81. Eaden & Knowles, 
Punt Sus t, Flint, Innkeeper, Deo1?, Cope, Holywell 

MARGARET, Gloucester. Jan 31, Scott, Gloucester 
Mart, J.xces, Timperley, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Deo 4, Nicholls & Co, 


Damant, Cowee, Isle of 


Ta 
Rost, Jomn Dachet, Buckingham, Dairyman. Jan 31. Brammell 


Taxa, Hoes Aura, York House, Roslyn Hill. Jan 7. Whitakers & Wo.l- 
Towngnn, Lowms Hasatee, Chening, Kent. Jan 31. Cunliffes & Davenport, 
Wanqpeeaet, Basan, Seam, Halifax. Jan 1. Chambers & Chambers, Brig- 
Wane, Saxuam, Kensington gine oq, Sey Jan 10. Bowlings & Co, Essex st, 
‘Warmer, Txomas, Stockport, Retired Farmer. Dee %. Brown & Ainsworth, 
‘Wrong, Jom, Bos Earthoott, Alvesten, Gloucester, Gent. Jan 20. Orossman & 
Wns re Rains Wome Octtewm, Oumibediant San’. Rian, Wigten 

Wey ae re. Joun Ryiz, Worcester. Jan 14. Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 


Yeusuned, the Rev. RIcHARD, High Bickington, Devon. Jan 1. Rodgers & 
Jessopp, Sleaford 








nonse’ Country surveys by arrangement, The Saulgry Eneinering and Vent 
Popes on Besan 6 Suan ees ; N rt 3G, "aches at tt, Pall 


60 wholesale firms. 
Mall. SW, 4, 3 Bo “Geode 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—FRiay, Dec. 10, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, Hewry, Bedford, Carpenter. Bedford, Pet Deot. Ord Dec? 


Wi and 
Anam, Quan Southport, Lancashire, Wetehasher, Wantwish Crewe. 


Saray, Maat, Jun, Marweod, Doren, Govt, Barnstaple, Pet Oct 15. Ord 
BaRTLEetTtT, EDWARD, Cheltenham, Grocer. Cheltenham. Pet Decé. Ord Dee é 


W: Chiddingstone, Farmer. Wells. Pet Dec 6 
Baan, Wee, Kent, Tunbridge 


Basuprt, Wize Henry, Chatham, Grocer. Rochester. Pet Dec & Ord 
eee ~ Bedfordshire, out of business. Bedford. Pet Dec 

ra wees , Manningham, Bradford, Draper. Bradford. Pet Dec 6, 
Baangoan, Wi2iam, Cumnock, Siaierdshive, Bufiéer. Walsall. Pet Deo 7. 
BRIERLEY, EpWrx, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Petllec8 Ori Dec8 
UANNELL, ALBERT Francis, Norwich, Tailor. Norwich, Pet Dec?. Ord Deo? 
CHATWIN, cxfield.. Pet Dect. On Dect Master Fustian Cutter. 


Pet Dec 7. 
CHIQUIDDEN, Ji ee re en om East Stonehouse. 
oor Nor v 5. ow Ord Dec 8 
com iaaiming.. Ret Deo &. “Ord erent. L, D, EXxEnr, Carter lane, 
- Shippers. High Court. Pet Nov ~ 
Darton, ARTHUR '¥, Wood st, Court. Pet Nov 4. Ord 


7 
DicutTaM, Horatio ALBERT, Leeds, Jeweller. Leeds. Pet Dec& Ord Dec8 


Drumm cums, Sous Rare, Hinges Si, Aste Kingston, Surrey. Pet Dee 
Forp. | WitLiaa, Heath To ur Wolverhampton, Bolt Mamnfecturer. Wolver- 
FRENCH, 


md cae, awe, Berthambertnd, Buttes, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Fuotigtitixy JULIUS, Beckenham, Kent, Gent Croydon. Pet Nov 10. Ord 


FUssELL, THomas W., Plymouth, Clerk in Holy Orders. East Stonehouse. Pet 
Nov 2. a i 


Gum, Aunasy, is Jun, Sten Stourport, Worcester, Accountant. Elidderminster, 
LD, SAMUEL AprLupY, Stapleton, Gloucester, Commereal Traveller. Bristal. 
Hawxe, Wil, 8 Mary Axe, Telegraph Codist High Court. Pet Nov 1. Ord 


Hayne, THomas, Bournemouth, Draper. Poole. Pet Dec’, Ord Deo8 


Hut, Bowanp Tamas, Pendleton, Lancnshine, Provision Desken, Salford. Pet 


- nou, Wy Hadaut, Pest Gate, ur Rethehem, Betcha. Sheffield. Pet Deo 


WLAN, Hollowey ra, Furuitare Dealer, High Court. Pet Dec 6, Ord 
JENKINS, JOHN, Swansea, Stationer, Swansea. Pet Dec?. Ord Deo? 
Jonzs, Lewis, Blaina, Mon, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Nov 27, Ord Deo? 
pa Mapetaesmen sins het Ipswich. Pet Dee & Ord 


Owen, Davrp, Morriston, Glamorgan, Grocer. Swansea. Pet Deo8 Ord Dec 8 
Blacabowy, Cil- 


a St ie 
POWLgeLAxD, ROsEnt, Barnstaple, Deiryman. Barnstaple. “tet Bee 2 Quad 


REEVES, Uttam, Ghiteal, Gelep, Seber Madeley, Shr pshire. Pet Deo 6 
Ross, CuarLes, Harrold, Bedford, Engineer. Bedford, Pet Dect, Ord Deo ft 


SHELDON, Gronox, Walsall, Potato Merchant, Walsall. Pet Deo8. Ord Deos 
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Wannges®, oursinry; Lansiytes, Carnarvon, Tailor. Bangor. Pet Dec6. Ord 
Warttases, Tuoxas, Merthyr Tydt Collier, Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Dec 6, Ord 
Waters JEEEaLAR, Ashwell, Hertford, Builder. Cambridge. Pet Dec 7. 
Wauseon, Wit114M, Leadenhall st, Insurance Broker. High Court. Pet Dec 6. 
Woon, Joux, Nottingham, Music Seller. Nottingham. Pet Nov %. Ord Dec 7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ey Seige Cay Saker See Dec. 17 at 2.30. Off 
Aint Wetlieen Wirutegfinen: Gutsititniiet, Dec. 21 at 2. Off Rec, Birming- 
ps ~ — Marwood, Devon, Gent. Dec. 0 atit. King’s 
sae > Grocer. Dec. 18at5.15. Off Rec, Albion chbrs, 
—, JaMEs unear. paettene, Boarding-honse Keeper. Dec. 17 at 
Bewxxert, Wirt1am Henny, New 7, Chatham, Grocer. Dec 22 at 11.30. Off 
Rec, High st, Rochester 
_ oapeag = eee Bradford, Draper. Dec 17 at 11. Off Rec, 
tae Giass Dealer. Dec 18 at 11.90. Off Rec. St 
—— puaemends Bias, High Holborn, Tobacconist. Dec 17 at 11. 33, Carey 
ee OS ea Builder. Dec@iat?2. Off Rec, Pink 
See ete ee Sescesten, Acceuntant. Dec 21 at 2.30. AG 
Ry aa 
aoe teevena, Wen ot ty Dorset, Solicitor. Deci7at 1. Red 
otel, Wareham 
Janae, Joun, Suanses, Stetionee. Dec 18 at 10. Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, 
a ae BurTox, Ipswich, Tar Distiller. Dec 17 at 12.15. Off Rec, 2, 
meme, Genet anEissex, Folkestone, Fish Salesman. Dec 17 at 2.80. 73, 
Moss, ooh Stafford, Builder. Dec 18 at 11.30. Vine Hotel, Staf- 
Ney, bey” FPrepenick, Westfield, Sussex, Farmer. Dec i7 at2. 40, Robert- 
owns, Dav, Morriston, Glamorgan, Grocer. Dec 18 at 12. Off Rec, 6, Rutland 
Parker, Grorncz, Whitfield, Kent, Farmer. Dec 17 at 9.45. 32, St George's st, 
Pow1LzsLaxp, Rozeet, Barnstaple, Dairyman. Dec 20 at 12. King’s Arms Hotel, 
S RoBERT, not new 
a ee ae ate Won Sib Deo 
22atil. Off Rec, 4, East st, 
. Dec Mat2, Off Rec, Townhall 
Tarizr. SaNvEL, Audiem, Thrasing Machine 
ee RSONEE nae, Sucsesee, tas wet, Gites i 
Quay st, Carmarthen 
Tuoxs, Aizxaxvee, Chelses, Builder. Dec 21 st 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 


st, Lincoin’s inn 
Tarvniacr, C BL Lewisham rd, Kent, Giass Dealer. Dec 17 at 12. 103, Victoria 


Wang J ian ee ee Dec 17 2.30. 
Plearant bridge Welle - 


. Tonbridge W: 
my Warssax Guonat, Avery Anericy, Surrey, Mngincer. Dec 17 at 11. 108, 
ln Tydfil, Collier. Dec 20 at 12. Off Rec, Merthyr 


‘Wru214ms, Mancarer, _Ronticttyn, Giemorgenshise, Gsocer. De ati2. Off 

Wataant Seuumaie Aaheell, Herts, Builder. Dec 21 at 12. wed Pett; 
at \y 

Cury, Cambridge 5, 7 


Shedtlouing emanies netics te teettintes 9 that 
rt published in the 


Masor, Cesztzs. Nottingham, “proscar oe pee Off Rec, 1, High 
pevemceet, Nottingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apams, Herer, Bedford, Carpenter. Betford. Pet Dec?. Ord Dec? 


eunbeca Ord bess Nantwich and Crewe. Pet 
Aztzeve Writs 

Ss - aaa. residence unknown, Bootmaker. High Court. 

Brest, Joux, Sheflord, Beds, out of business. Belford. Pet Decs. Ord Dec 


ies Seneras, Mansiaghem, Bestest. Draper. Bratford. Pet Dec 6, 
Brasromn, Wm224m, Stelle, Builder. Waleall. Pet Dect. Ord Deo7 


Cusrvis, Groner Hzrrr, y 
Cy ary rel Fustian Uutter. Mac- 


me, Court. Bes Mov 33. Oh APE, Melbune grove, East Dulwich, 


fi Ord Dec 4 
Dec? 
~eeerry: voor Ag icuitural Machine Pro- 
} memes 








Merchant. Hertlor4. Pet 

uuknown, Draper. High Court. Pet Sept 14. 

= xe Westminster, Oliman. High Court, Pet 
TC _ | 1) pra Swensee, Pet Dect. Ord 
ppiom. Bos inet ted Doe WY Aechampten, Bolt Manutactuses. Wiver- 
Jag. ook Aageee I Aupaag Inoers, North Ul, Highgate, Builders 
Cum aan a. Duran W ecotiiee, Arnaut, ‘Kiddermine 


Page, Axe, Abergevenny, lankeeper, Tredegar, Pet Deo 1, 













mer ot pl Grorcz, Reading, Coal Merchant. Reading. Pet Nov 
—., Davip Janes, Newport, Mon.,; Bookseller. Newport, Mon. Pet K 
ov Ord Dec 
Guest, RosaNNAH, West Bromwich, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper. Oldbury. Pet 
oe 28. Ord Dec 6 
HANDLEY, HENRY, Towton, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Dect. Ord Decs 
HEALEY, cam, Tewkesbury, out of business. Cheltenham. Pet Dec 3 On ~ 


Hxnox, ‘Tuomas, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Draper. Manchester, — 
ovi Dec 
paw Alp Saeetas, Pendleton, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Salford. Pet 


Jonzs, LEWIS, Blaina, Mon., Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Nov 27, Ord Dee 8 
LisNEY, WiLLIAM HENRY, Ly a9 End lane, Kilburn, Building Material Dealer, 
High Court. Pet Nov 26 hn, 4 ‘ 
eer <= 3 Maxcorat, Feathers tone bldgs, Holborn, Printer. High Oourt. Pet 
Muiqpetom, Jou, Stoke Newington rd, Draper. High Court. Pet Dec 1. Ord 
MUSGRAVE, ANDREW, Batley, Yorks, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet Nova) — 
PETERS, ae, WHEL4Am OEY, Cheddar, Somerset, Coal Merchant. Wells. Pet Now 
POWLESLAND, Rosert, Barnstaple, Dairyman. Barnstaple. Pet Dec 7. Ord 
REEVES, WILLIAM, Shifnal, Salop, Tailor. Madeley. Pet Dec6. Ord Dec7 
Rose, CHARLES, Harrold, Bedfordshire, Engineer. Bedford. Pet Dec 7. Ord © 
SHELDON, GEORGE, Walsall, Potato Merchant. Walsall. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec8 


Gant, Saeko Face, Cunberwel seat, Pistars Posts Waker; High Court. Pet 
nn, Ord Des ay Egremont, Cheshire, Ironmonger. Liverpool. Pet Deo % — 


PLOY Sanver, Audlem, Cheshire, Thrashing Machine Owner. Nantwich ie 


Pet Dec 2. Ori Dec7 
TayYtor, JOHN i RICHARD, Vanbrugh Park Fa West, Blackheath, late Manager @ 
a New Greenwich Ne - 
Exeter. Pet Nov 2. ord = 


Pet Oct 26. eee 7 
THMrLe, | Joux, Teignmouth, Devon, Ship Owner. 

Tru, Houmas EMERIC, 16, Caroline st, Bedford sq, Middlesex, Architect. High 

urt. Pet Oct 8. Ord Dec 7 * _ 

Wroiams. MasoaLit X, Pontlottyn, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil _ 
Wuiams, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil,§Oollier. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Deo 6. Ont 
Wises, fee smears, Ashwell, Hertfordshire, Builder. Cambridge: Pet Deo 
Witsor, Witte Leadenhall st, Insurance Broker. High Court. Pet Dect, é 


Woon, ™ W114, Great Bealings, Suffolk, Dealer. Ipswich. Pet Nov 9. ond 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec, 14. : . 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANIDJAH, jal, Lewis, Har Harrow rd, Paddington, Fruit Salesman. High Court. Pet a 


pe Bn dy Kingstown, ur Carlisle, Brick Manufacturer. Carlisle. 
Pet Dec 11. Ord Dec 11 
BaLpocx, Wiis x, Hurst green, Sussex, Builder. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Dee 


8. 
Batson, EDWARD, Kingskerswell, Devon, Gent. Exeter. Pet Nov 24. Om < 
Baywaam, Jams, Hereford, Seedsman. Hereford. Pet Decii. Ord Dec il 


BEAUMONT, FREDERICK RICK ERICK EDWARD, Lound, Suffolk, Faimer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 

11. 

BEEBEC, ARTHUR, Walsall, Beer Retailer. Walsall. Pet Decs. Ord Dec8 : 

Biaxe. Jos, St Helen’s, Glass Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec® ie 
¥ ALEXANDER, Loughton, Essex, Farmer. Edmonton. Pet Dee 


Hewe 
10. Ord Dec 10 
“Wollaston, nr Stourbridge, Glass Cutter. Stourbridge. Pet 


CASTREY, Witttas, 
Ord Dec 6 
CrLarx, Wir11sM BOULTON, Sheffield, Printer. Sheffield. Pet Dec9. Ord Dee 


Dec 6. 
CORDINGLEY, uauies Wit114M, Tadcaster, Yorks, Ironmonger. York. Pet 
CUBES, Fees, St Sarhouih, Waking Bess Owns, Gt Yarmouth, Pe’ Dee tt, 


it ce 
Foun, Hexxy, Tisbury, Wilts, Builder. Salisbury. Pet Dec1i. Ord Decil a 
Foustaim, JOsErE, and Issac Fouwramm, Leeds, Printers. Leeds, Pet Nov @ 


Praykuiy, 
Ord Dee 10 

Huu, J = our ‘Fuomas, Stourbridge, Worcester, Farmer. Kidderminster. Pa 

Hvouxs, Joux, Woodchurch, Kent, Grocer. Hastings. Pet Dec 9, Ord Decf — oF 


Bonrsses, Aeatvs, Ilfracombe, Wine Merchant, Barnstaple. Pet Dee re 
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LLLixoworTH, Thorny, nr Longbridge, Lancashire, Farmer, 5 

Pet Dec 10, Ons Deo 30 4 

Jaconsom, Lio Marylebone rd, » Pusiness Transfer Agent. High Court. Pa 3 
Ord Dee 





JAGGAR, JOFEPH, ull, Butchers’ Manager. Kingston upon Hall, | 

Pica Opd Deo 16 m De a 

Jo. ontycymmer, nr Bridgend, Builder. Cardiff, Pet Deo ® 
ILLIAM Kime, West Hartlepool, Smackowners, 


xn nha 2 Wie 4 ~ Salisbury, Pet Deo7, Ordt 


Locu, Manas, Deusasenseth, Trovdles. Poole, Pet Decti, Ord Dec ti 
Mason, Hawet, Jemaics rd, Bermondsey, Confectioner. High Court. Pet 


Marae. 4 ots Buxonascx, Lowestott, Fish Merchant, Gt Yarmouth, P 
ot, Hackney, Vishmonger. High Gourt. Pet Nor 


J 
Kee chil note Leeds, Pet Deo 0. Ord Deo 10 
, Wardour st, Restaurant Keeper, High Court, Pet Dee 









-a 


me pee 7 or vier i 



















Sov 1, = 
m. Pet 
ry. Pe 
cs 
8. Ord 
chester, 
rd. Pet 
8 
| Dealer, 
art. Pet 
ci. Ord 
} Nov @%) 
Pet Nov 
77. Ord 
ecT 
»7. Ond 
rd Dec 8 
art. Pet 
t Deo 2 
wich and 
anager of 
v2. Ont 
ct. High 
yr Tydfil 
oc 6. Ont 
Pet Des 
et Dec 6, 
vy 9. Ord 








ourt, Pet 
, Carlisle, 
. Pet Des 
24. Ord 
Dee 11 

outh. Pet 
Dec 8 


ec 9 
. Pet Dee 


ridge. Pet 


Ord Dec? 
York. Pe 


Pe* Dec it, 


| Dec 11 
et Nov @ 


et Dec @ 
neter. P& 


Ord Dec# 
et Dee iL 


oe, Farmer. 
Yourt. Pe 
upon Hall, 
Pet Deo 
, Sunder 
, Ord Dees 


ec 1 


t, Pet Oe 
mouth, Pe 
Pet Nor® 


oc 10 
Pet Deo 


ec 10, OM 
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ROBERTS; Tuomas, Claughton, Cheshire, Book Keeper. Birketthead. Pet Decd 
Dec 9 


suey, H J, Watling st, Agent. High Court, Pet Oct:16, ‘Ord Dec 9 


SMALL, EDWARD, Figstings, Manager of Mineral Water Factory. Hastings. Pet 
Nov 2. Ord Dec 9 
SruDaINs, SAMUEL, “Savwston, Cambs, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Dec9. Ord 


SUFFIELD, WILLIAM, Bridge rd, Poplar, Coppersmith. High Court. Pet Nov-12. 


TaYLoR, JOHN, Obippenham, Wilts, Baker. Bristol. Pet Nov 30. Ord Dec 10 


TayLOR, THOMAS VALENTINE, Wolverhampton, Confectioner. Wolverhampton. 
et Dec7. Ord Dec 

Ry GEORGE ARTHUR, Stroud, Cabinet Maker. Gloucester. Pet Dec 11. Ord 

Dec 11 


THOMAS, Evan, Pontycymmer, nr Bridgend, Carpenter. Cardiff. Pet Deo 10. 
1 

Tuomas, HEuny, Oldham, Lancashire, out of business, Oldham. Pet Dec 9. 
Ord 


TREV Toum Hewey, and Mary Janz Trevor, Ohippenham, Wilts, Mat 

Makers. Bath. Pet Dec 10. Ord Dec 10 om 

Unrict, JoHANN SeEEARD SRIEDRICE, Tower hill, Ship Chandler. High Court. 
Pet Dec 10. Ord Dec 


WALKER, BENJAMIN Piveen, Spencer st, Barnsley, Joiner. Barnsley. Pet Dec 
9. Ord Dec 9 


WALMSLEY, Wi1i14M, Southport, Colliery Proprietor. Wigan. Pet Dec 10. 
Ord Dec 10 


Wuer, James, Stratford upon Avon, Cooper. Warwick. Pet Dec 9. Ord 
10 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette, Dec. 7. 
Hurt, CHARLES wranasiat, Birmingham, Watchmaker. Birmingham, Pet Nov 
23. Dec 


Ord 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, Henry, Bedford, Carpenter. Jan7at1i0. 8, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 


ANDREWS, Teed, jos, Clapton pl, Lower Clapton, Upholsterer. Dec 91 at 11. 
88, Carey st, coln’s inn 
ANKERS, CHARLES, Southport, Watchmaker. Dec 22at11. Royal Hotel, Crewe 


BatLarD, Henny Lewis, Haslemere, Sur Dra; Dec 22 at 12. 28 and 29. 
St Swi thins lane ’ ’ rey; per. , 


BARNARD, Fleet st, Advertising Agent. Dec 23 at 12, Bankruptey 
bidgs, P ‘al st, Lincoln’s inn 
‘BASSETT, me verdale rd, Uxbridge rd, Gent. Dec 21 at 2.30. 33, Oarey st, 


Ww dingstone, Kent, Farmer, Dec 21 at 3. Spencer & Reeves, 
Camden rd, Tanbeniee W Wells 
BEEBEE, ARTHUR, Walsall, Beer Retailer. Dec 24 at1. Off Rec, Walsall 
Burry, Jonn, Shefford, Bedford, out of business. Jan 7 at 11.15, 8, St Paul’s sq, 
Buxs,, JOB, a Helen's, Glass Dealer. Dec 22 at 3. Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, 

Vverpoo: 
Beaprorp, Witi1am, Cannock, Stafford, Builder. Dec 28 at 12, Off Reo, 
purer, Le High Holborn, Confectioner. Dec 23 at11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
ae ica. New Lenton, Nottingham, Grocer. Dec 23 at11. Off Ree, 1, 
paen eves ent, pownee am 

=, eS gham, Watchmaker. Dec 90 at 11. Luke Jesson 
ee Aut Feanom, Norwich, Tailor, Dec 22 at1. Off Reo, 8, King st, 


Norwi 
Onatwin, GEORGE HENRY, Congleton, Cheshire, Master Fustian Cutter. Deo 


22ati1, Off Rec, 23, Kin dward st, Macclesfield 
OmquIDpEN, Jonny, Buckfast leigh, Devon, Mining Agent. Dec 21 at 3, 18, 
zeae kfort st, Piymout bh 
. Witt14M, Bow Brick hill, Buckinghamshire, Baker. Deo 31 at 4. 
onary Court, Northampton 
OLARK, JOSEPH, Speldhurst, Kent, Plumber. Dec 23 at 2.80, Spencer & Reeves, 
Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 
QuarTon, Jonw Hatu, Barton upon Humber, Dra reper. De Dec 21 at 12. Hull Inoor- 
porated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn ie, y lane, Hull 
gry GEORGE, gh st, Stratford, Ol jer. Due Yat 2.30. 383, Oarey st, 
aco. s inn 
my Gass Witt, Tadcaster, Yorks, Ironmonger. Dec 23 at 2. 
0 
Qourrge, THomas W, OxAntes A Courter and L D ma mo Adtire rd, Ken- 
Shippers. Dec 21 at 12, 48, Oarey st, 
—_) Horatio ALBERT, Leeds, meet 4s 22 at > "Off Reo, 22, Park 
Dunery. ’Joun, tonstone, Timber Merchant. Dec 22 at 11. Bankrup’ 
bidgs, Port st, Lincoln’s inn und 
EpwarpEs, WILLIAM .—o— Darfield, nv Barnsley, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Dec 22 at 10, Off Rec, 3, Eastgate, Ba: 
Ex1is, Tuomas, jun, Balby, nr Doncaster, Contractor. Deo 92 at 19.90. Guild- 
For, WiLLI4M, Heath Town, Staffs, Bolt Maker. Deo 92 at 4, Off Reo, 
Wolverhampton 
N, BRICE GRAHAM, Stoke Moyingtn, Timber Merchant. Deo 28 at 2.80, 
rp ny! blags, Portugal st. coln’s inn 
es irmingham, Builder, Dec 90 at 2. Luke Jesson Sharp, Off 
Possutt, Toyas 2, Plymouth, Clerk in Holy Orders, Deo @i atti. 18, Frank- 
Grape, Wautasie Eastbourne, Grocer, Deo 92 at 2, Champion, 584, Terminus 
rd, Eastbourne ° 
ery Pig 4 Bm = pics, Commercial Traveller, Deo 91 at 
ra, 
thovan, W eee Tailor, Deo a? at 11. Off Reo, 1, High 
ement, 
Barn, Tu emouth, Draper, Deo ati, Off Reo, Salisbury 
Joun Tomas, Stourbridge, Worcestershire, Farmer, Deo di at’, A, G, 


ooper, 
Hvar, Onanies aia Birmi » Watchmaker, Deo # at % Luke 


espon Off Heo, Birming 
ae LP Wituiam ; Pack qe ie nr Rotherham, Butcher, Deo 8 at 8.80, 
Fleet ane neMe lc 
Taconowice oy tase ner q, Islington, Diamond Merchant, Deo 8 ab 1%, 


n’s ton 
Jonns, ieee on, Grocer, Deo 91 at 1%, Off Rec, Merthyr Tydail 
“ae Joun, 





land, Sulfol\, Sailmaker, Doo 82 at 18, Off Reo, 8, King st, 


OMAS, Tisbury, Wilts, Late Farmer, Deo sat 8, Off Reo, Galisbury 
W 
long, Wa Huwny, Wont end nq, KUbwe, Building Material Dealer, 











ELELOW, Horsmonden, Kent, Bulldet. Deo at at 2.30. Spencer & 


Mann, Jomx, Brentwood, Nurseryman. Dec 22 at 10. Shirehall, Chelmsford 


REVE, ANDREW, Batley, Yorks, out of business. Deo 21 at 10, Off Reo, 
Myseey> Qben teller 


UTMAN, GEORGE THOMAS, Gt Yarmouth, Twine Spinner. Deo 22 at 11. Off 
Panes We Sure Pecans, ci a Oi 
Farmers. Deo #3 at 15. Om Quay st, 


a ng Dec 21 at 3. Orypt chbrs, Chester 

ners tiaanane tease SAG Ee Jan 7 at 10,30. 8, St Paul’s sq, 

SHELDON, GEORGE, Walsall, Potato Merchant. Dec 23 at 11.15. Off Reo, Walsall 
SxKEEN, Dennis, Sheffield, Butcher. Dec 22 at 8. Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


sowsmsurts, Wosuy Fesogaior, Benbery, oh Gomme Gace fate: 


oon Cambridgeshire, Farmer, Dec #1 at 12.0. Of 
TaYLor, JOHN rs. 10, Victoria L Wig, Bios Manngst ae 
arene ect aes clverhampton, Confectioner. Deo % at it. Of 


OMAS VALENTINE, 
nes lige, Wolrerbampign = ca tnseatener Dec 23 at 3.20. Imperial Hotel, 
Tuomas HaNey, Oldham, out of business. Deo 23 at 3. Off Rec, Priory chbrs, 
TRON en eee pontan Gawher ti, Batndley, Out of business. Deo Ht at 10.30 
Wap gin Fasano Whe Bourne ar Parnham, Gent Dec 21 at 12, Town hall 
‘Watxer & Co., Ballater rd, Brixton, Dealers in India Dubber. Deo 22 at 2.2 
Wataeier Watuse Southport, Oolllery Proptietar. Dec 24 at ii. 16, Wood 
Wart Fagus, Buckingham, Grocer. Dec 22 at 11.30. Off Reo, 1, St Aldates; 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
AuprED, Apnatim, Edge Malpas, Cheshire, Timber Merchant. Chester. Pet 


ong | ip rmipsatetomeae Builder. Tonbridge Wella, Pet Deo: 


Baxrsr, CHARLES ALBERT, Stourbridge, Corn Merchant. Stourbridge. Pet Nov 
desea tian Cech wade Hereford. Pet Decit. Ord Dee li 


BEEseEx, ARTHUR, Walsall, Beer Retailer. Walsall. Pet Dec&. Ord DecS — 
Cusenaye, Wirstey, Wollaston, ar Stourtenige, Cia Cuties, Stourbridge. Pet 


Conn, J and Godaiming ALFRED Deo Ord Dee at, Guildford, Grocers, 
Guildf. Deo 6. 
eae my = AA, is W, Guanes A OouLEKn, and Addison rd, Ken« 


mum, Omani, Barton High ooo ater Tutor. Ot 


Puree . Pet Dee 10; 
Tyne. Pet 
FRENCH, ous, Benwell, Northumberland, Builder. Newcastle on 
Deow. Ord Dec 10 
GEORGE, Ww Lianychilwyddog, Pembrokeshire, Farmer. bs pmsl 
Pet Noy 12. Deo 10 ial Traveller. 
Lag) 3 ora 
GREEN, GrupERT H Ute, ane Jae Srawakt, Liverpool, Merchants. Liver 
Guy) Fane Hong Somaxaes women Tes Broker. High Gourk Pet 


Hayrwe, THOMAS, Bournemouth, Draper. Poole. Pet Deo & Ord Deo it 
Mra, Jous Ts meas Stourbridge, Worcestershire, Farmer. Kidderminster 
vous Jot, Woodchurch, Kent Grocer. Hastings. Pet Dees. Ord Dec? 
Tuanewo ae, Opearort ian, Feeralen, ur Longridge, Lancs, Farmer. Biack« 
Gai Deo i. Ord De or Bridgend, Builder, Gasaitt. Pet Deo 2 
Guannns ERNEST, Bristol, Fish Merchant. Bristol. Pet Nov if. Ord Dee? 
Kim oe Bet Len et EeGene Caiyem. High Court. 
ede Livery Stable Keeper. High Court, Pet Océ 


rer Suffolk, Fish Merchant. Great Yar 
Moraan, — ur Draper. Cardiff. Pet Nov 1 Ord 
Newrgr, Joun, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. Pet Deo k 


no Heat, Dt Oxtetie Pre Banbury. Pet Now it, Ord 
Qrystal Palace rd, Bast Dulwich, Clerk. High Qourt, 


me 
ton, Mie atcaton <r Birkenhead. Pet Deo $, 
Beerhouse Keeper, Bradford, Pet Nov a Ord Deo 
SPRING ry, awe, Burgeo Hil, Sasen, Qorn Dealer, Brighton, Pot Novi ~ 





Pontyoymmer, nr Bridgend, Carpenter, Oanitit, Pet Deo 
¥, Oldham, outof busuess, Oldham. Pet Beet Ont Beer 
Tuomnn, WIRLIAM, Bournemouth, Iroanmongen, Pook, Pet New’ Grd Dent — 
Wanner, Jom~, Worthing, Wheelwright, Brighten, Pet Deo 1, nly 
rate Southport, Colliery Proprieten, Wien 
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Wamp. vaue. Tentetiee | Wells, Boarding House Keeper. Tonbridge Wells. 
Wru11Ms, Humrueey, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Tailor. Bangor. Pet Dec6. Ord 


Dec 10 


The following emenied s notice is epee ot fee that published in the 


mdon Gazette of Oc 
CK, MICHAEL Peo Pembridge “7g 
Pet July 14. Ord Oct 15. Amend Dec 7 


hieied Surgeon-Major. 


their Volumce bound 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 


Sieeseon. —Dec. 11, the wife of John Moulton, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 


DEATH. 


MERIVAIZE.—Doc. 14, at Seagrove, Dawlish, John Lewis Merivale, formerly 
Senior Registrar 


of the Supreme Court, aged 71. 


The Subscription to the Souscrrors’ Jovanan is—Town, 268, 
Country, 288. 6d. ; withthe Wauxty Rerorrsr, 53s. Payment in 
vance includ«s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can hai 


at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5g. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 





se eeeee seweeseees 





CORRESPONDENCE .... 


TO BUILD 
INGS FROM ADJOINING Buipiwes = 
CONCERNING SEARCHES «-«+.- 
REVIEWS  ....00--eccccseceseceee coon iss 
ee! evens csesee: 2 


CONTENTS. 


Court PAPERS..---.- oscoccene ell 





= 





SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA | 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality | 
with the excess of fat extracted. | 
The Faculty pronounce it “ the most nutritious, per- | 
e beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
oo eo A commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without Soy gh a ook or other admixture, it suite | 
all r~ all climates, and is four 
by the ctreneth of cocoas THICKENED yet WRAKENED | 
with starch, &c., and 1m BEALITY cuzarzm than such 


Made instanianeo.sly witn .7iling water, a teaspoonfa! | 
toa Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 


Cocoatima a La Varitiz is the most delicate, digestible, | 
Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | 
richer chocolate is prohibited. | 


fn tins at is, 64., 36., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. | 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwerrzsz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W. o| 
Now ready, bm ore, fre *. 12s. 6d. ; cash, 


Mr. INDERMAUE'S rWORK STUDENTS. 
fn nr of e red agen er a of 





cokers Seo 
or ents 
JOHN 1 Cra ae Author of ‘ "Prin 


w,” “ Ebitomes of ing | 
Cc. 


of the ” 


& 
Students’ coaeek? 16, Bt the Ofloe of the ® Law | 
- r-stre cery- 
lane, London. 


ISTURY of PRIVATE LEGISLATION. 


yaepEnios culrrd iblished, demy 8vo, 36s. B. 
~~~ FORD. Bart “ti Law. Deal 
mn 





meen, Among other | 


vements at Glas- 
and Life Insurance— | 
ee ee 
Private Lagann, > 
Fleet-street, Her Majesty’ 8 Law | 
Publishers” 
PEP ael, pat ove, cloth, 2s. 6d.; post-free 


RUSTEES’ GUIDE to INVESTMENTS. 
By ARTHUR LEE ELLIS, M.A., B.C.L., of 


s-inn, Law. 
London: RzEvzes & TURNER, 100, Chancery-lane. 





Charmin 
| only. Limited number taken. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE QgpAt + MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 


| To _ Maj 
ench, Corporation of London, &e. 


he Judicial 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns fo! © Reciarers, Town Clerks, 
bas and Clerks. of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 
Now ready (26th year of publication), post-free 6d 
HE OF wick ALMANACK tor SOLICI- 
TORS’ USE fog 1887 ; containing Stam 
Law Terms, List of wand Public 





ces and 


London Bankers, Postal, and other useful informa- | 


tion. 
WITHERBY & Co., ley and General Stationers (1740— 
1873 Birchin-lane), N Newman’s-court, Cornhill, E.C. 





| 
w ready, p: 
HE LAW. ALMAN ACK for 1887.— 
Stamp Duties, Law Terms, and complete Postal | 
| Information.—THoMas Scort, wr, Warwick: court, Hol- 
| born, and all Law Booksellers and Stationers. 


dE LAW REPORTS (Second-band).— | 
Half-calf, including this year’s. —Lzx, Wm. | 
Clowes & Sons, Limited, 27, Fleet-street. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solidi. 
tors, £c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & 

Piccadilly, and 186, Strand, Second-hand Booksellers, 
are p to PURCHASE LIBRARIES or small 
collections of 1 ta in town or country, and to oive 
the utmost value in valuers sent. 
| Removals without trouble or expense to vendors 
Established 181 


Ooms for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIATES, High Shot House, Twicken- 
iomibe sole extablishment in Middlesex licensed 
under the 7. eames. Ge ‘ibeary, 


illiard 
lawn — coast, bo bowls, &c. * The whole seat pl 
abstai to 5 guineas weekly. 











ledged | 





yes LAW and COMMERUIAL DAILY 
REMEMB , with 
ws, Lists of 

eners, Members a, a ey » nad 

of Acts of last Tekin, and —— alert | 

— on application. Price 3. 4 ye 

——_ 
Duxu & Duncan, 87, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
(from Temple Bar). 





‘ bh pth 
PUUCHYU KIAS(S | 
with flecti: 
wana eing bo Sahn chain bare been ng 


| 


Just published, demy 
JU Bis ‘CiviTa re 


ew Edition, price 3s 
At "TREATISE on HY 





— P UD | 
_ DUABUS 
DISSER- 


| warTx, F.R.C 


lars from. ‘the Medics 


Messrs. fe 
Victoria “street, Ae. 





LONDON orn, ipenaned by 
LONDON and OUNTRY  DVERTISEMENT 

| oorne ~ ewe ur,” CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent 
begs ae, the aitention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 


N.B. One copy of advertisement = 
strictest care and promptitude ass stamped 
forms for edivertinement and file re “ London Gazette” 
| ke Vv appointment. 


om By 
Y tate gt HOUSES or APART- 
THROU! gg ee) 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, oe. fan liberal, 





, 
eee oe di gud 3 250, Tottenham-court- 


and 19, 20, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 





Duties, | 





ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


UNTEARABLE LETTE! 
COPYING, BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 


1000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d.; 500 Leaf E 
3s. 6d. English made. ; 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUR 


WODDERSPOON & CO,,” 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STB 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


MARVELLOUS 
MEMORY DISCOVER 


(UNLIKE MNEMONICS), 
And Cure of Mind heme 
| Any book langned tn operating. | Great induceme 
di Classes. Prospectus f, 
Oo re ea en an tow Oxtord-strect, Lonkoml 








BY AUTHORI 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 188 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied om 
shortest notice. 





Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immedi 
“MEMORANDA. end ARTICLES OF ASSOOIAT 


| speedily printed rm for ee 
Shecributon, HARE OERTIFIC FICATES, D BENTU 
OFFICIAL SEALS ¢ 


&c.. > er en 
nd executed. No Charge for Sketches, "l 


Solicitors’ Account E ‘Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
tationers, Printers, Engravers, Registratwa 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (our 
of Serjeante’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


PARTRIDGE & COOPEI 
LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE LONDON 


Lato Copying and Gngrass in 
Deeds and Writings copied on 
tee Discounts eligwed th lament 


LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at ls, per 
DEEDS, OONVEYANOES, MORTGAGES, &o., 

in form for "Registration. 

eer for cast on agreed accounta,: | 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ETITIONS, 
Y oF OF RVIDENOR. 








ABSTRACTS D 
MINUT 


PLANS OF neni SPROLFIOATIONS, BUL 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithog 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPER 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, fs 











